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AbstractA speech recognizer is a device that translates speech into text. Many current speechrecognizers contain two components, an acoustic model and a statistical language model.The acoustic model indicates how likely it is that a certain word corresponds to a part ofthe acoustic signal (e.g. the speech). The statistical language model indicates how likelyit is that a certain word will be spoken next, given the words recognized so far. Eventhough the acoustic model might for example not be able to decide between the acousticallysimilar words \peach" and \teach", the statistical language model can indicate that theword \peach" is more likely if the previously recognized words are \He ate the".Current speech recognizers perform well on constrained tasks, but the goal of continuous,speaker independent speech recognition in potentially noisy environments with a very largevocabulary has not been reached so far. How can statistical language models be improvedso that more complex tasks can be tackled? This is the question addressed in this thesis.Since the knowledge of the weaknesses of any theory often makes improving the theoryeasier, the central idea of this thesis is to analyze the weaknesses of existing statisticallanguage models in order to subsequently improve them. To that end, we formally de�ne aweakness of a statistical language model in terms of the logarithm of the total probability,LTP , a term closely related to the standard perplexity measure used to evaluate statisticallanguage models. This de�nition is applicable to many probabilistic models, includingalmost all of the currently used statistical language models.We apply our de�nition of a weakness to a frequently used statistical language model,called a bi-pos model. This results, for example, in a new modeling of unknown words whichimproves the performance of the model by 14% to 21%. Moreover, one of the identi�edweaknesses has prompted the development of our generalized N -pos language model, whichis also outlined in this thesis. It can incorporate linguistic knowledge even if it extends overmany words and this is not feasible in a traditional N -pos model. This leads to a discussionof what knowledge should be added to statistical language models in general and we givecriteria for selecting potentially useful knowledge. These results show the usefulness ofboth our de�nition of a weakness and of performing an analysis of weaknesses of statisticallanguage models in general. iii
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Chapter 1IntroductionThe study of speech recognition is of great importance because of the social and economicimpact speech recognition will have on our society. We humans spend a large fraction ofour lifetime speaking, listening, reading and writing. Already today, computers are involvedin a large part of human communication, be it telephone switching, electronic mail, wordprocessing, information retrieval or computer bulletin boards. At little extra cost, computersprovide additional features improving the quality of these processes or making human labourmore e�ective. The impact of computer technology on society has its good and bad sides (see[125], [129] and [38] for a discussion). But because humans will still want to communicatein the years to come and because computers are very likely to continue to become cheaper,it is very likely that an even bigger share of our spoken and written communication will bemediated by computers in the future. As computers continue to penetrate our society, beingable to communicate with computers via speech is therefore of great social and economicalimportance.Moreover, the study of speech recognition is interesting because of the intellectual chal-lenge posed by a problem whose solution involves many di�erent scienti�c disciplines. Inthe past, the �eld of speech recognition has bene�ted from sciences as diverse as biology,computer science, electrical engineering, linguistics, mathematics, philosophy, physics, psy-chology and statistics. Thus, the questions raised by speech recognition range from philo-sophical questions about the nature of mind to practical design and implementation issues.Motivated by the study of arti�cial intelligence, speech recognition can therefore serve asa testing ground, bringing many disciplines together in a concrete task, thus avoiding thedangers of a potentially introspective and subjective undertaking.1



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 2The fascinating interplay between di�erent scienti�c disciplines and the great social andeconomic importance of speech recognition make it a very challenging, stimulating andexciting research �eld.In the following, we 1 will briey present the main di�culties of speech recognition andthe approaches people have used to tackle them. We then give an overview of di�erentmethods of joining natural language processing and speech recognition and identify thetopic of this thesis, statistical language models for speech recognition, as one of them. Inthe remainder of this thesis, we will use the term language model as a short hand forstatistical language models for speech recognition. We conclude this chapter by giving anoverview of our work. Most of the material of section 1.1, section 1.2 and of the previousthree paragraphs is drawn from [100, p.10], [151, p.1-5] and [104].1.1 The Di�culties of Speech RecognitionA speech recognizer is a device that translates speech intro written text and the problemof speech recognition has been studied actively since the 1950's. Enormous progress hasbeen made, but many problems of speech recognition remain unsolved today. What makesspeech recognition such a di�cult task? Here are the main di�culties:1) Each elementary sound, also called a phoneme, is modi�ed according to its context,for example the immediately preceding and following phoneme. This is partly due to aproperty of our vocal apparatus called coarticulation: as one phoneme is pronounced,the pronunciation of the next phoneme is prepared by a movement of the vocal appa-ratus. Modi�cation of a phoneme is also caused by the larger context such as its placein a sentence.2) There is no separator, e.g. no silence, between words. This creates additional con-fusable words and phrases (e.g. \youth in Asia" and \euthanasia"). It also leads tomore coarticulation, e.g. between words, and to poorer articulation (e.g. \did you"becomes \didja").3) The variability of the speech signal for the same utterance is enormous. For example,there is intra-speaker variability due to the speaking mode (singing, shouting, with a1I would like to clarify that even though I use the word \we" throughout this thesis, the work presentedhere is my own and thus quali�es for submission as a thesis.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 3cold, under stress, speaking rate, etc.), inter-speaker variability (sex, age etc.) andvariability due to the environment (noise, lipsmacks etc.).4) Because of 1) and 2), it is necessary to process large sets of data in order to de�newhat constitutes an elementary sound, despite the di�erent contexts, speaking modesetc. For example, it is hard to decide that an \a" pronounced by a male adult ismore similar to an \a" pronounced by a child in a di�erent word and in a di�erentenvironment than an \o" pronounced by the same male adult in the same environment2.5) Because the signal carries di�erent types of information (sounds, syntactic structure,semantics, identity and mood of speaker etc.), a speech recognition system will have todi�erentiate between the information useful for its task and the remaining, irrelevantinformation.6) There is no precise formalism that allows us to formalize the knowledge at all thedi�erent levels (e.g. acoustics, syntax, semantics etc.). However, recent trends suggestthat a probabilistic framework might be used at many levels.These six points are the main problems a speech recognizer has to face in general. However,concrete speech recognition tasks may vary greatly in the degree of di�culty they present.The following six dimensions can be used to classify a speech recognition task according toits di�culty:1) Isolated (with pauses) or continuous speech. Continuous speech recognition is far moredi�cult because there are no word boundaries and because the variability of the signalis much greater.2) Vocabulary size. As the vocabulary size increases (from small vocabularies of less than500 words 3 to very large vocabularies of about 20,000 words), the task becomes moredi�cult because the number of acoustically confusable words increases and becausemore time is needed to evaluate all possible words.2Nevertheless, even if it is the case that the \a" of the male adult is more similar to his \o" than to achild's \a", we do need to recognize his \o" as an \o", but the more di�erent \a" of the child as an \a".3It is important to know that \car" and \cars" are counted as two di�erent words in a speech recognizer.Thus, a speech recognizer with 500 words has far fewer words in the usual sense than the number 500 mightsuggest.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 43) Task and language constraints. The size of the vocabulary is not su�cient for deter-mining the di�culty of a task because some words may not be allowed at a given time.For example, a task with 500 words, each of which can appear at any time, may bemore di�cult than a task with 700 words with strong restrictions on which words mayfollow other words.4) Speaker dependence (for one speaker only) or speaker independence (for many speak-ers). A speaker independent task is much more di�cult because of the additionalinter-speaker variability.5) Acoustic ambiguity. The acoustic confusability of words in the vocabulary also inu-ences the di�culty of the task. For example, a task with 100 words that are highlyconfusable may be harder than a task with 200 words that are very dissimilar.6) Environmental noise. A task in a very noisy environment is more di�cult because thenoise can lead to arbitrary distortions and modi�cations of the speech signal.1.2 Di�erent Approaches to Speech RecognitionHaving seen the di�culties of speech recognition, how have researchers tried to tackle theseproblems? We can di�erentiate four di�erent approaches { template-based, knowledge-based, stochastic and connectionist { and we will briey present each one of them.In the template-based approach, units of speech (e.g. words) are represented in the sameform as the speech input itself. The input is compared to the templates using some distancemetric thus identifying the best match. The problem of temporal variability is tackled bydynamic programming. For simple applications requiring minimal overhead, this approachhas been quite successful.In the knowledge based approach proposed in the 70's and early 80's, human knowledgeis coded into expert systems. Rule-based systems had only limited success, but in moresuccessful systems, the knowledge is integrated into a sound mathematical approach andthis additional knowledge is found to improve the performance.In the stochastic approach (e.g. using hidden Markov models or HMMs), a templatepattern is represented at a higher level of abstraction by a reference model thus allowingsome generalization. HMMs are based on a sound probabilistic framework that can model



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 5the uncertainty and variability inherent in speech recognition. Since HMMs simultane-ously solve the segmentation and classi�cation problem, they are particularly well suitedfor continuous speech recognition. Most successful large-vocabulary systems today use thestochastic approach.The most recent development in speech recognition is the connectionist approach. Thisapproach does not require some of the often incorrect assumptions underlying the stochas-tic approach. Even though no large scale, fully integrated connectionist system has beendemonstrated, this approach holds considerable promise, especially in combination with thestochastic approach.In the rest of this thesis, we will assume that the speech recognizer is built according tothe widely used stochastic approach. Nevertheless, the ideas of language modeling presentedin this thesis are also applicable to other approaches. A language model could, for example,be used to rescore hypotheses in a template-based or knowledge-based approach.1.3 Incorporating Natural Language Constraints into SpeechRecognitionGiven any one of the approaches mentioned in the previous section, a speech recognizer canidentify a set of candidate words, which are likely to correspond to a part of the signal.Suppose for example that we have recognized the words \He ate the" covering a certainpart of the signal, how can we extend recognition by another word? Based on the acousticproperties of the words in the vocabulary, we can, for example, identify the words \peach"and \teach" as candidates, because they are very similar to the next stretch of the signal.However, we can not identify exactly which one of the candidate words was the one spoken.We can then use the linguistic context to identify the word that is more likely to appear next.In this example, it is clear that the word \peach" is far more likely than the word \teach".Using these constraints imposed by context is very important for speech recognition. Thisis for example pointed out in [117, p.33]: \We know that, in a real task, the importanceof the language model is comparable to that of the acoustic module in determining the�nal performance". In general, this kind of reasoning involves constraints on the next wordimposed by syntax, semantics or pragmatics. These constraints are part of the domainsof natural language processing and linguistics. In the following, we will therefore look atdi�erent ways of incorporating natural language constraints into speech recognition.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 6There are many di�erent ways of incorporating natural language constraints into a speechrecognizer. Following roughly a classi�cation suggested in [108], we will present four di�erentapproaches for combining a speech recognizer and a natural language processor. We will seehow each approach acts in our example, e.g., how it chooses between \peach" and \teach"as possible continuations of the sentence fragment \He ate the".1) Serial connection. In this approach, the natural language processor receives the mostlikely sentence from the speech recognizer and interprets it further. The advantage ofthis approach is that both systems have no additional computational burden from the\integration". The disadvantage is that there is almost no interaction between thetwo components. As a result, the natural language processor can not correct errorsof the speech recognizer. This method is for example used in [132]. In our examplesentence, the speech recognizer would have to choose between \teach" and \peach"independently of the natural language processor 4.2) N -best sentence interface. The speech recognizer outputs the N best scoring sentences(for N = 1, this is the serial interface). The natural language processor chooses thesentence that best satis�es the natural language constraints. The advantage is thatthis allows some interaction of the two, while adding only some additional computa-tional burden. The size of N determines the tradeo� between allowed interaction andadditional burden. One disadvantage is that N may be required to rise exponentiallywith the length of the input sentence. This approach is for example used in [132]. Inour example, the speech recognizer could use \peach" in one of the N -best sentencesand \teach" in another and this would allow the decision to be taken by the naturallanguage processor.3) Word lattice interface. the speech recognizer produces a graph with possible startingtimes, end times and recognition scores for any word of the vocabulary at any time.The natural language processor searches this graph for the most likely sentence thatsatis�es the natural language constraints. The advantage of this approach is the highdegree of interaction between the two components. The disadvantage is, the additionalcomputational burden for both systems. The speech recognizer has to keep track ofand output many hypotheses, rather than concentrating on the best one. The natural4However, the speech recognizer could use a very simple natural language processor to �nd the most likelysentence and this is further discussed after this classi�cation.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 7language processor has to evaluate many more possible sentences. This method isused in [146] and [131]. For our example, the speech recognizer does not make thedecision and both \teach" and \peach" will appear in the word lattice. The naturallanguage processor will then make the �nal decision.4) Parallel connection. In this approach, the constraints provided by the natural lan-guage processor are used directly in the speech recognizer to reduce the search space.Within this category, we can further distinguish the approaches with respect to thecomplexity of the natural language processor. The natural language processor can bevery complex, attempting to produce a parse and a semantic representation of the sen-tence. Or it can be very simplistic, attempting only to identify which words are likelyto appear given the preceding word. We divide the whole spectrum into two classes,complex natural language processors and simplistic natural language processors. Theline between the two classes can be drawn in many ways (e.g. whether the naturallanguage processor attempts a parse or not), but for our purposes we don't need tospecify exactly where we draw the line in order to continue.a) Complex natural language processor. The advantage of this approach is thatit allows considerable interaction between the two components. The constraintsprovided by the natural language processor are used directly during recognitionto rule out some of the word candidates. One disadvantage is the amount ofcomputation required to check the constraints provided by the natural languageprocessor for all word candidates in the acoustic search. Another disadvantageis that very complex natural language processors can usually be built only forlimited domains and this method is thus di�cult to use for unrestricted speech.An example of use with a restricted domain can be found in [134]. Context freerules are derived automatically from sample sentences and then approximatedby a probabilistic �nite state machine. Another way of using this approach ispresented in [108]. The natural language constraints are expressed in terms ofa �nite state machine, that is in turn used directly by the speech recognizer.However, since a typical natural language system will produce an enormous oreven in�nite number of states, only the parts that are currently searched by thespeech recognizer are dynamically created by the natural language processor.b) Simplistic natural language processor. The advantage of this approach is that



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 8it allows considerable interaction between the two components. Moreover, sincethe natural language processor is very simplistic, it can e�ciently score all theword candidates during the acoustic search. The disadvantage is that the nat-ural language processor only captures very few constraints, thereby for exampleallowing ungrammatical sequences of words. We will see many examples of thisapproach later on.In our example, the knowledge of the natural language processor and the speech rec-ognizer are combined during the acoustic search to choose between the words \peach"and \teach".For more information about this issue, the interested reader can refer to [52], [75], [108],[113], [116] and [144]. In this thesis, we will focus on the simplistic natural language proces-sors of category 4b), also called language models, and we give four reasons for this choice.First, language models are used in many existing recognizers and this shows their greatpractical importance. Second, language models can be used even if the serial approaches ofcategory 1) or 2) are chosen. In that case, the speech recognizer uses a language model toarrive at the N most likely sentences (for example), which are then further processed by amore complex natural language processor. Third, if the task at hand does not require theunderstanding of the utterance, a parse may not be necessary and language models stillprovide a way of incorporating some natural language constraints into the speech recog-nizer. Fourth, more complex natural language processors (as in 4a) are mostly limited toone speci�c domain and they are thus of limited use for unconstrained speech recognition.It is important to be aware of two di�erent subtasks sometimes lumped together in theterm speech recognition: speech understanding and speech recognition (proper). The goalof speech understanding is to understand spoken language and to react to it in a meaning-ful manner. Since this task is usually limited to a narrow domain, more complex naturallanguage processors can be used. An example of a speech understanding task is that of un-derstanding spoken queries to a database. Contrary to that, the task of speech recognitionis only to transcribe speech into text. Because this task does not require understanding,it can and should deal with unrestricted text, not limited to a certain domain. Therefore,more simplistic natural language processors are commonly used. An example of the speechrecognition task is the phonetic typewriter, a device that is able to output a printed ver-sion of a spoken conversation. Since our work focuses on the simplistic natural language



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 9processors, it is mostly relevant to speech recognition. But as pointed out above, even aspeech understanding system with a complex natural language processor connected in aserial manner might use a simplistic language model during recognition.Now that we have informally 5 presented the focus of our work, language models forspeech recognition, we will give an overview of the rest of this thesis by giving a summaryof each chapter.1.4 Overview1.4.1 Chapter 2: Language Modeling for Speech RecognitionIn chapter two, we give an overview of the di�erent components of a speech recognizer, de-scribe their interaction, de�ne the task of the component central to this thesis, the languagemodel more formally, and review the most commonly used language models.After introducing the di�erent components of a speech recognizer, we de�ne the task ofa language model as the construction of one or more probability distributions over all thewords of a vocabulary given the words that have been recognized so far. Intuitively, thespeech recognizer uses this distribution to decide which words are likely to appear next, e.g.based on the probability distribution, it chooses the word \peach" over \teach" when thepreceding sentence fragment is \He ate the". As this example illustrates, di�erent words aremore likely to appear in di�erent contexts. Therefore, a language model usually has manydi�erent distributions, one for each context. In language modeling, context often meansthe two or three words preceding the word to predict. To show the usefulness of such asimple context, let us de�ne the context as the immediately preceding word and considerwhat this entails for the following word. Only nouns and adjectives are likely to appear ifthe immediately preceding words is for example \the". Thus, even this simple de�nition ofcontext can severely restrict the following word.During speech recognition, the language model only has to choose a distribution accord-ing to the current context and to look up the probabilities of words in this distribution. Theimportant task in constructing the language model is to determine, prior to recognition, thenumber of contexts it di�erentiates and to construct a probability distribution for each oneof them.5We will give a more formal description in the section de�ning the task of the model (section 2.3).



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 10Language models are usually described in terms of frequency counts of their probabilitydistributions, but for the purposes of this thesis, it is more appropriate to describe languagemodels at the more abstract level of probability distributions and contexts. This is becausewe are more interested in the conceptually important aspects, e.g. the way in which amodel de�nes context, rather than in the details of a particular technique of constructingprobability distributions from frequency counts. Therefore, we only give a brief descriptionof how probability distributions can be estimated from frequency data, often referred to astraining data. The principle of this estimation is that of counting how often a certain eventappears in a given context in the training data and of dividing this count by the number ofoverall occurrences of the context. For example, we can estimate the probability of havingsunshine tomorrow given that it was raining today by dividing the number of times we hadsunshine given that it was raining the previous day by the overall number of rainy days.We then give a review of di�erent language models in order to present the state of the artin language modeling and to set the stage for the remainder of this thesis. For each model,we give the de�nition of context it uses, the number of probabilities it needs to estimate andsome of its advantages and disadvantages. In particular, we present the class based modelsor N -pos models, in which words are grouped into classes called parts of speech, whichroughly resemble their grammatical function. In these class based models, the prediction ofthe next word is a two step process: �rst, the part of speech is predicted by one component,then the word given the part of speech is predicted by a second component.1.4.2 Chapter 3: Analysing and Improving Language ModelsIn chapter three, which contains the central idea of this thesis, we propose to perform erroranalyses of language models in order to improve the models afterwards, de�ne what wemean by \error or weakness of a language model" and present a method to identify theweaknesses of a given model.We begin by noting that error analysis of existing theories about the world often leadsto improvements of these theories. By analogy to this, we propose in this chapter to analyzeerrors of a language model in order to improve the model afterwards. But how can wede�ne an error of a language model? The de�nition of an error should be related to themeasure used to evaluate the performance of a language model. If de�nition and measureare not related, we may still identify and then remove an error, but this may not translateinto an improvement in performance (since error and performance measure are not related).



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 11Before de�ning an error, we therefore �rst introduce the standard measure used to evaluatelanguage models, called perplexity.Intuitively, the goal of a language model is to predict words in a given context. Agood model should therefore assign a high probability to each word in a piece of text.Hence, the average probability assigned to words in a testing text | the geometric mean ofprobabilities to be more precise | is a good measure for the quality of a language model.Perplexity, the standard measure used to evaluate language models, is just the reciprocalof the geometric mean of probabilities. Besides explaining the perplexity intuitively, wealso derive the perplexity using methods from information theory and further discuss itsadvantages and disadvantages.Since the term error does not really apply to a language model, we prefer to use the termweakness. We now de�ne a weakness 6 of a language model in terms of the logarithm of thetotal probability (LTP) of a sequence of words, a measure closely related to the perplexity.Moreover, for models with several components (for example the class based model we use),we develop the method of probability decomposition, which allows us to identify weaknessesof the di�erent components separately.The main idea of this chapter | applying error analysis to language models | applies toany probabilistic model whose performance is measured in terms of perplexity. We concludethis chapter by giving examples of models to which our method of error analysis applies.1.4.3 Chapter 4: Analyzing and Improving a Bi-pos Language ModelIn chapter four, we apply the central idea of this thesis, our technique of identifying weak-nesses of a language model presented in the previous chapter, to a commonly used bi-poslanguage model and report the results.In order to apply the technique of identifying weaknesses of a language model to aconcrete model, we �rst choose a corpus (the Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen corpus), a model (thebi-pos model) and verify that the section of the corpus we use contains enough data totrain our model. This work prompts an investigation into the issue of sample space, theset of all possible events considered by a model. We note that it is not meaningful to usethe perplexity measure to compare language models that di�er in their underlying samplespaces. Yet language models are usually compared with the perplexity measure, even though6We use the term weakness as a technical term and the intuitions, that still apply to our technical use ofit are discussed on page 42.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 12they sometimes di�er in their underlying sample spaces, either due to di�erent vocabulariesor due to di�erent ways of dealing with unknown words. We also discuss possible solutionsto the problem of di�erent sample spaces.We then apply our method of identifying weaknesses of a language model to our chosenbi-pos model and report three results of general interest. First, a very small number ofclasses 7 are identi�ed as weaknesses of the model. We believe that these results are helpfulfor future e�orts to improve the model, because we know on which classes we should con-centrate our e�orts. Second, unknown words are identi�ed as weaknesses. This promptsthe development of a new modeling of unknown words, which improves the performanceby between 14% and 21%. Third, the word component of our bi-pos model is shown to beat least as important as the class component. This has interesting rami�cations for usingprobabilistic context free grammars for language modeling, an approach that has recentlyreceived a lot of attention. Even though using probabilistic context free grammars mayresult in an improved prediction of a class (or part of speech), it is not likely to improve theprediction of the actual word given its class. We should therefore improve the word compo-nent of a class based model even if probabilistic context free grammars are being used. Theadditional insight gained from these results also show the usefulness of the central idea ofthis thesis, the identi�cation and analysis of weaknesses of language models.How can we go about improving the word component of a class based language model?This question leads us to develop our generalized N -pos model, which is shown to be atrue generalization of the N -gram and the N -pos model. Moreover, it can incorporate anylinguistic knowledge not restricted to the immediate context of the word to be predicted.This is exempli�ed by incorporating a very simple knowledge source into our generalized N -pos model. The results of this example also show that a considerable improvement (around15%) is achieved in the prediction of words for which our generalized N -pos model actuallydi�ers from the original N -pos model. However, the overall improvement is negligible,because the cases in which our simple knowledge source can be used are very rare in ourexample. This leads to a general discussion of what knowledge we should add to a languagemodel | an issue we address in the next chapter.7For an intuitive explanation of the use of classes see the summary of chapter 2.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 131.4.4 Chapter 5: Adding Linguistic Knowledge to Language ModelsIn chapter �ve, we motivate the addition of knowledge to language models, develop di�er-ent criteria to identify useful knowledge, and present methods to combine knowledge in alanguage model.We begin by pointing out three reasons for wanting to add knowledge to a languagemodel. First, we would like to improve its performance. Second, if we apply current speechrecognition technology to more complex tasks than the ones tackled today, the number ofacoustically confusable hypotheses will increase, and we may well need a better languagemodel in order to deal with the additional ambiguity. Third, adding knowledge is moresatisfying than sticking to existing models on psychological grounds because humans seemto use knowledge to predict a word other than the knowledge used in current models, namelythe immediately preceding two or three words. Hence, there is clearly a need for a languagemodel which incorporates more linguistic knowledge.Once we have decided to add knowledge to a language model, the following two questionscome to mind. First, what knowledge should we add, and second, how can we combinedi�erent types of knowledge in a language model. We address both questions in turn.Rather than trying to give a necessarily incomplete list of types of knowledge thatwe should add, we present four criteria that we think should be used to identify usefulknowledge. First, the knowledge should restrict the number of possible words, otherwiseit is not going to help in solving our task. Second, it should be applicable often enoughto be of statistical signi�cance. Third, it should be possible computationally to use thisknowledge in real time speech recognition. Finally, we should be able to acquire and codethis knowledge for use with unrestricted text.We develop a classi�cation of possibly useful knowledge and apply the criteria for iden-tifying useful knowledge to one type of knowledge that promises to be useful for improvinglanguage models in general.We then move on to the issue of combining di�erent types of knowledge in a languagemodel. We present three methods of combining knowledge and develop some of the advan-tages and disadvantages we see in each method. Following that, we conclude that it is veryunlikely that we will have enough data to estimate distributions that depend on severalknowledge sources directly, even with the availability of increasingly large corpora. There-fore, we think that methods that combine distributions from single knowledge sources in a



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 14meaningful fashion will be very useful and require further investigation. One such methodshown to be very useful in recent work is the maximum entropy method, which will also bepresented briey in this chapter. It holds great promise for future work.



Chapter 2Language Modeling for SpeechRecognitionIn the last chapter, we described intuitively how the topic of this thesis, language modelingfor speech recognition, relates to speech recognition research in general. In this chapter, wewill make this relationship more precise by introducing the di�erent components of a speechrecognition system (section 2.1), and, after introducing some notations in section 2.2, byde�ning the task of a language model more formally (section 2.3). Since a language modelconsists mainly of probability distributions, we present the method of constructing andsmoothing probabilities distributions we use for our work (section 2.4). Given the notationsintroduced in section 2.2 and having seen the key issues of language modeling, we then givean overview of the state of the art in language modeling by reviewing existing languagemodels (section 2.5).2.1 The Components of a Speech RecognizerA speech recognizer is a device that translates speech into written text. As input, it takesthe acoustic signal recorded by a microphone. As output, it produces a string of wordsintended to correspond to the input. The mapping from acoustic signal to a string of wordsis a complex task and it involves several stages. To illustrate this mapping in a simpli�edway, we will present a set of stages that are very similar to the ones used in one of the�rst successful, large vocabulary, speaker independent, continuous speech recognizers, the15
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- - - wordstring- LanguageModel

AcousticModelspeech ProcessorSignal VectorQuantizer SearchAlgorithm
Figure 2.1: Components of the SPHINX systemSPHINX system ([95]).As we can see from �gure 2.1, the acoustic signal is �rst given to a signal processingcomponent. This component performs several transformations, e.g. sampling the signal at�xed time intervals, reducing the noise etc. As output, it produces one 12 dimensional vectorof oating point values per time interval. These vectors are the input to the next component,the vector quantizer 1, which compares each input vector to stored prototype vectors andoutputs the index of the vector that is closest to the input vector. For a sequence of 12dimensional input vectors, it thus produces a sequence of integers. This sequence constitutesthe input to the next component, the search algorithm. It is a time synchronous algorithm (aViterbi beam search, see [95]), that compares the likelihood of di�erent sequences of units ofspeech. In order to calculate these likelihoods, the search algorithm uses the acoustic modeland the language model. The acoustic model provides the algorithm with the likelihoodthat a unit of speech (phonemes and words in SPHINX) correspond to parts of the givensequence of integers. The language model provides the algorithm with the likelihood ofoccurrence of a unit of speech given the previously identi�ed units. Based on these twocomponents, the search algorithm identi�es the most likely sequence of units of speech and1In recent years, the tendency has been to eliminate the vector quantizer by having continuous densityhidden Markov Models.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 17this constitutes the recognized string of words.As an example of the interplay of the acoustic model and the language model, supposewe have recognized the sequence \He ate the" so far. The acoustic model calculates theprobabilities that the words \teach" corresponds to a pre�x of the sequence of integersit receives as input. Similarly, it calculates the probabilities for the word \peach". Thelanguage model calculates probabilities for the words \teach" and \peach", given for examplethat the last recognized word is an article. Even if the acoustic model can not decide between\teach" and \peach" because they are very similar acoustically, the language model can havea clear preference for \peach" (because it is a noun and nouns are far more likely than verbsto follow articles). Based on the probabilities of the acoustic model and the language modeltogether, we can then choose \peach" as the next recognized word.This thesis is concerned with the language model component of a speech recognizer.Similar to the language model in SPHINX mentioned above, we can describe a languagemodel in general as follows. A speech recognizer has recognized a sequence of words in thepast and is now trying to extend this sequence by another word. Based on the acousticsignal it receives, it can identify a set of candidate words whose acoustic signal is verysimilar. However, based on the acoustic signal alone, it can't identify precisely which ofthese candidate words is the one that was spoken. It therefore uses a language model topick the word that is more likely to appear in this context. This likelihood of appearanceis formalized in terms of probabilities: each word of the vocabulary has a probability ofappearing next in a given context. We can thus describe the task of the language modelingfor speech recognition intuitively as the construction of a probability distribution over allthe words of the vocabulary. As an example, consider the words \He ate the" and twocandidate words \peach" and \teach". Humans can easily identify the word \peach" asthe likely continuation of the sentence fragment. The probability distribution constructedby a language model should (ideally) give a higher probability to \peach" than to \teach",allowing it to make the correct choice.2.2 Frequently Used NotationsIn this section we will introduce some notations that we will use for the remainder of thethesis. Given these notations, we can then de�ne the task of a language model more formallyin section 2.3.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 18- V = fw1; :::; wmg will denote the vocabulary of a speech recognizer- l; 1 � l � m will denote an index ranging over this vocabulary- W = w[1]; :::; w[n] will denote a string of words of V . In other words: 8i : 9l(i); 1 �l(i) � m : w[i] = wl(i)- i; 1 � i � n will denote an index ranging over the string of words- w[i1 : i2]: if i1 � i2 it will be a short form for w[i1]; :::w[i2] , else it will denote theempty string- p(xjy) will denote the conditional probability of x given y- let V + denote one or more symbols of V ; argmaxWf(W ) will denote the W 2 V + forwhich f(W ) has the maximum value 2- p(w[i] = wljc) will denote the probability of the ith word in the sequence being theword wl given the context c- p(w[i]jc) will denote the probability distribution over the vocabulary given the contextc. In order for p(w[i]jc) to be a probability distribution, it has to satisfy the followingtwo constraints. Each probability must be between 0 and 1, and the sum of theprobabilities must be 1:1. 8l : 0 � p(w[i] = wljc) � 12. Pl p(w[i] = wljc) = 1- A will denote the acoustic data given to the recognizer- G = fg1; :::; gtg is a set of classes or parts of speech (we will introduce the notion ofword classes in section 2.5.3)- j; 1 � j � t will denote an index ranging over the set of classes- g(w) will denote the class of a word w- g(w[i1 : i2]); i1� i2 is a short hand for g(w[i1]); :::; g(w[i2])2If there are several W 's for which f(W ) has the maximal value, argmaxW f(W ) will denote one of themthat was picked randomly.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 192.3 The Task of a Language ModelGiven the notations introduced in the previous section, we can now derive the task of alanguage model more formally.A good speech recognizer should choose the most likely string W �, given the acousticdata A. This is expressed by the following formulaW � = argmaxWp(W jA): (2.1)Based on Bayes' formula (see for example [41, p.150]), we can rewrite the probability fromthe right hand side of 2.1 according to the following equation:p(W jA) = p(W ) � p(AjW )p(A) : (2.2)p(W ) is the probability that the word sequence W is spoken, p(AjW ) is the probability thatthe acoustic signal A is observed when W is spoken and p(A) is the probability of observingthe acoustic signal A. Based on this formula, we can rewrite the maximization of equation2.1 as W � = argmaxW p(W ) � p(AjW )p(A) : (2.3)Since p(A) is the same for all W , the factor p(A) does not inuence the choice of W andmaximizing equation 2.3 is equivalent to maximizingW � = argmaxW p(W ) � p(AjW ): (2.4)The component of the speech recognizer that calculates p(AjW ) is called the acoustic model.The component calculating p(W ) is the language model.Why is maximizing equation 2.4 easier than maximizing equation 2.1? Or, in otherwords, why did we use Bayes formula to rewrite equation 2.1? For equation 2.1, we wouldneed to build a model for all possible acoustic signals A. For equation 2.4, we need a modelfor every possible word sequence W . Since A is a continuous signal and W is discrete, thelatter is easier.How can we calculate p(W ) for a given string W? Formally, we can decompose theprobability of a sequence of words p(W ) as the product of probabilities of each word w[i]given the preceding words w[1 : i� 1]:p(W ) = i=nYi=1 p(w[i] = wl(i)jw[1 : i� 1]) (2.5)



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 20This decomposition is appropriate for speech recognition for the following reason. Itallows us to evaluate the probability of a pre�x w[1 : k]; 1 � k � n of W as the product ofprobabilities of the k words it contains:p(w[1 : k]) = i=kYi=1 p(w[i] = wl(i)jw[1 : i� 1]) (2.6)This is very useful when we try to perform the maximization in equation 2.4. Ratherthan having to construct a W covering the entire signal before we can evaluate it with thelanguage model, we can now evaluate partial strings covering only parts of the signal asthey are constructed. We can thus prune the search space by never expanding or evaluatingunlikely partial strings 3. Using equation 2.6, we can now precisely de�ne the task of alanguage model.De�nition 1 Given a set of contexts C = fc1; :::; cpg, the task of a language model is toprovide a probability distribution p(w[i]jck) for each context ck; 1 � k � p and a way ofchoosing a context given the words recognized so far.During recognition, all the language model has to do is to determine which is the currentcontext and to look up the probabilities of words in the distribution for this context. This isfairly straight forward once the model has been constructed. The important issue, however,is to construct the language model prior to recognition. This requires the de�nition ofthe set of contexts and the estimation of a probability distribution for each context. Thesecontexts can capture any information about the words spoken so far. However, the languagemodel must be able to extract this information e�ciently during recognition. An exampleof such information is whether the subject of the current sentence is animate or not. Thelanguage model must be able to decide e�ciently whether the subject of the current sentencehypothesis is animate or not in order to determine the current context and therefore thedistribution it is going to use.As an example of a language model, consider a very simplistic model that constructsonly one distribution, independent of context. The word \teach" for example will thereforebe expected with the same probability, whether the previous words were \He likes to" or\He ate the". This is clearly not a very good model since the constraints on the following3Pruning has to be done with care because it can lead to the pruning of unlikely partial strings, thatwould become more likely given the later, yet unseen parts of the signal.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 21words vary signi�cantly with context. A better language model would therefore have severaldistributions, one for each context it treats separately.Here we can see two conicting interests that inuence the construction of a languagemodel (see [62]). On the one hand, the more di�erent contexts a language model candi�erentiate, the more distributions it has, and the better it can model a language. On theother hand, each distribution needs to be estimated from training data (see section 2.4). Themore distributions it has, the more data it needs. In other words, given a �xed amount oftraining data, the more distributions a language model has, the less accurate the estimateswill be. Trying to balance these conicting goals is one of the di�culties of constructinglanguage models and we will encounter this problem again in section 2.5.2.4 Estimation and Smoothing of Probability Distributionsfrom Frequency DataBecause we will be using many probability distributions throughout the rest of this thesis,we need to examine the estimation and smoothing 4 of probability distributions based onfrequency data. All of the probability distributions are produced with similar techniquesand once we have dealt with these issues here, we won't need to address them separately foreach probability distribution we use. This way, we can describe di�erent language modelson the more abstract level of probability distributions, rather than having to describe themon the level of frequency data, requiring many lengthy formulas.2.4.1 Estimation of Probability Distributions from Frequency DataHow can we estimate a probability distribution? As a simple example, consider the tossingof a coin. We would like to know with what probability it comes up head or tails andthis will be its probability distribution. Intuitively, we can estimate this distribution in thefollowing manner. Throw the coin N times, count the number of times it comes up headsand tails, and denote these numbers with H and T respectively. We can then estimate theprobability of the coin coming up heads or tails as HN or TN respectively.How can we extend this to the more general issue of estimating probability distributionsof events in certain contexts? A context, in the case of the coin tossing, could be the outcome4Smoothing attempts to make the probabilities depend less on the particularities of the training data andto avoid zero probabilities for events that were never seen. We will see smoothing in more detail later on.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 22of the previous toss or the fact, that the coin is lying head or tails up in our hand when wethrow it. Let E = fe1; :::; epg denote a set of events and let C = fc1; :::; crg denote a set ofcontexts. As in section 2.2, we will denote the probability that event el; 1 � l � p occursin context ck; 1 � k � r as p(E = eljC = ck). Furthermore, we will denote the probabilitydistribution over all events in a given context ck as p(EjC = ck). Our goal is to estimate aprobability distribution p(EjC = ck) for all ck; 1 � k � r.If we follow the example of the coin, we simply make a large number of trials N andcount the number of times each event occurs in each context, denoted by O(E = eljC = ck).The occurrence counts O(E = eljC = ck) are often referred to as the training data. We canthen calculate the number of times context ck occurs, denoted as O(C = ck), as the sum ofthe number of times each event occurs in that context:O(C = ck) = l=pXl=1O(E = eljC = ck): (2.7)The sum of the number of occurrences of each context will be the total number of trials:N = k=rXk=1O(C = ck): (2.8)As in the example of the coin, we can then get an estimate of p(E = eljC = ck) by dividingthe number of times event el occurred in context ck by the total number of times contextck occurred: p(E = eljC = ck) = O(E = eljC = ck)O(C = ck) = O(E = eljC = ck)Pl=pl=1O(E = eljC = ck) : (2.9)From all possible values we can estimate for p(E = eljC = ck), the value estimated aboveis the one that has the highest likelihood of producing the observed data 5. This methodof estimation is therefore called maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). As pointed out in[140], the principle of maximum likelihood estimation was �rst proposed by Sir R. A. Fisherin 1926 (see for example [37]). Maximum likelihood estimation is a very simple method thatcan be used for a wide range of problems. Even though more sophisticated methods areavailable (see for example [20]), we use the maximum likelihood estimation for reasons ofsimplicity for our work.5Strictly speaking, it is the value that has the highest likelihood of producing the observed data givensome additional assumptions about the distribution of probability values.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 23From now on, we will denote the quotient of the occurrences in equation 2.9 by thefrequency f(E = eljC = ck):f(E = eljC = ck) = O(E = eljC = ck)O(C = ck) = O(E = eljC = ck)Pl=pl=1O(E = eljC = ck) : (2.10)2.4.2 Smoothing of Probability DistributionsIn the case of a language model, it is important to avoid zero probabilities for events thatnever occurred in the data. The reason for this is that the speech recognizer should correctlydecode what the user said. Since we cannot prevent the user from saying nonsensical orungrammatical words at some point in the sentence, the language model should not givea zero probability to any of the words at any time. If it did, such a word could not berecognized even if it was the one said by the user. If we use the maximum likelihoodestimation for events that never occurred, they will receive a probability estimate of zerobecause their occurrence count is zero. In order to avoid this, the probability estimates haveto be smoothed. This results in giving a small probability to unseen events and in reducingthe probability of other events.The techniques often used for smoothing are the addition of a small constant probability(see for example [85]), deleted interpolation ([66]), backing o� ([73]), di�erent discountingmethods ([110]), Good-Turing formula ([48]) or enhanced Good-Turing formula ([20]). Inchoosing one of these methods for our work, we had two criteria. First, since smoothing isnot an issue of particular interest to our work, we would like the method to be fairly simple.Second, in order to ensure that the method is acceptable to other researchers, the methodshould be used by other researchers in similar language models. Adding a small constantprobability satis�es both criteria and this is the method we chose. We will present it in thefollowing.Suppose we want to estimate p(E = eljC = ck) based on the frequency counts f(E =eljC = ck). In a �rst approach, we can simply usep(E = eljC = ck) = f(E = eljC = ck): (2.11)However, some of the events in E may never have been observed in a certain context, forexample event ep in context ck. Thus, we would obtain p(E = epjC = ck) = 0. As pointedout in the preceding paragraph, we should avoid zero probabilities in language models. A



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 24simple way to avoid zero probabilities is to add a small constant value v1 to all probabilities:p(E = eljC = ck) = f(E = eljC = ck) + v1: (2.12)Adding v1 indeed avoids zero probabilities, but the sum of probabilities of all possible eventsis now bigger than 1 and the resulting distribution is not a probability distribution any more(see section 2.2):Xel2E(f(E = eljC = ck) + v1) = Xel2E f(E = eljC = ck) + jEj � v1 = 1+ jEj � v1: (2.13)In order to compensate for the extra probability mass of jEj � v1, we will simply multiplythe frequencies f(E = eljC = ck) with the constant value v2 = 1� jEj � v1:p(E = eljC = ck) = v2 � f(E = eljC = ck) + v1: (2.14)We can verify that the sum of the probabilities of all words now adds up to 1:Xel2E(v2 � f(E = eljC = ck) + v1) = v2 � Xel2E f(E = eljC = ck) + jEj � v1 (2.15)= v2 � 1 + jEj � v1 = 1� jEj � v1 + jEj � v1 = 1: (2.16)Thus, the smoothed estimate in equation 2.14 constitutes a true probability distributionand avoids zero probabilities.2.4.3 Assumptions about Probability Distributions in our WorkIn the rest of the thesis, we will often refer to probability distributions and all of thesecan be estimated using the methods presented above. For example, we will denote withp(w[i] = wljw[i� 1]) the probability that the ith word of the sequence is wl, given that theprevious word w[i� 1] is wl(i�1) (see section 2.2). It is understood that this probability isestimated approximately as presented above. Summing up, this estimation roughly worksas follows: count the number of times wl(i�1) occurs in the training data, count the numberof times it is followed by the word wl, and then estimate the probability as the quotientof these two numbers. Moreover, to ensure that our results are easily reproducible, we willgive the complete formulas, including the smoothing, for the probability distributions weactually implemented.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 252.5 Review of Existing Language ModelsHaving introduced the key issues of language modeling, we will now review many commonlyused language models. However, rather than giving the often complicated formula in termsof frequency counts, we will describe each model on a more abstract level in terms of itsprobability distributions. This way, we don't have to consider estimation and smoothingissues, but can focus on the following conceptually important issues:1) We saw in section 2.3 that the task of a language model is to provide a probabilitydistribution for a set of suitably de�ned contexts. How is the context de�ned or, inother words, on what does the probability distribution depend in each model? This isa crucial point of each model because it shows which linguistic regularities (e.g. thosethat involve only the preceding two words) it can capture. We will provide an intuitivedescription of the contexts as well as the formula each model uses to instantiate thegeneral p(w[i] = wljc) with a speci�c context c.2) Howmany probabilities have to be estimated in each model? This is important becauseit determines the amount of data needed to train the model. This in turn determinesthe situations and tasks in which each model can be used.2.5.1 Context Independent ModelsContext independent models have only one probability distribution. This distribution isused to assign probabilities to words, independent of the current context.The most simplistic, context independent model is the model that treats all words asbeing equiprobable. Given the vocabulary V , this results in the following formula:p(w[i] = wljc) = 1jV j (2.17)This model does not have any probabilities to estimate and therefore does not need anytraining data. Even though this model satis�es the requirements of a language model, itis of no use to a speech recognizer because all words receive the same probability. It willtherefore have no inuence on the ranking of the words.A more sensible way to construct a context independent model is to estimate the prob-ability of each word according to its frequency, but independent of context. This leads tothe following model: p(w[i] = wljc) = p(w[i] = wl): (2.18)



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 26This model also has only one distribution, but it has jV j probabilities to estimate. Eventhough this model is very simple, it is actually being used in a commercial speech recognizer([56]). Because it is a special case (N = 1) of the N -gram model (see the next section), itis sometimes referred to as the uni-gram model.The advantage of the uni-gram model is that it requires only very little training data.Its disadvantage is that the probability of a word will always be the same, independent ofthe context.2.5.2 N-gram ModelsThe previous models had only one distribution, independent of context. From now on, wewill make the probability distributions depend on context. The di�erent models we will seewill mostly di�er in the kind of context they consider.Before looking at the general N -gram model, we will consider the special case of thebi-gram model, where N = 2. When we look at a fragment of a sentence, e.g. \He atethe", it is quite clear that certain words are not valid continuations of the sentence. Forexample, if the last word in our sentence fragment, namely `the', is being followed by averb, it will not lead to a grammatical sentence 6. It is therefore intuitively appealing tomake the probability distribution depend on the previous word. The context is thereforesimply the preceding word. Even though this captures only a very small amount of context,it does capture the restrictions in the above example. Moreover, there is considerableempirical evidence from corpus linguistics that the immediate context of many words isvery predictable (see the discussion in section 5.2.3). This is especially true for �xed wordorder languages like English (see [23, p.32]), where the local constraints are quite powerful.Making the probability distribution depend on the previous word leads to the followingformula: p(w[i] = wljc) = p(w[i] = wljw[i� 1]): (2.19)In the more general form of the model, the so called N -gram model, the probability ofthe ith word of an input sentence is made dependent on the preceding N � 1 words. Thecontext is therefore de�ned by the preceding N � 1 words:p(w[i] = wljc) = p(w[i] = wljw[i�N + 1 : i� 1]): (2.20)6Even if a word can be a noun and a verb, each occurrence of a word has only one grammatical function.Thus, if the article is followed by an occurrence of a verb, it will not lead to a grammatical sentence.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 27For each N � 1 tuple of words of the vocabulary, the N -gram model has a separateprobability distribution and, at a given point in a sentence, the distribution it chooses isdetermined by the previous N�1 words. There are jV jN�1 di�erent N�1 tuples and this isthe number of distributions of the N -grammodel. For each distribution, we have to estimatejV j probabilities. This gives a total of jV jN probabilities to estimate. For a vocabulary sizeof 10,000 words, the number of probabilities that need to be estimated increases dramatically(exponentially) with N . For example, for N = 3, we have 1012 probabilities. Therefore, inpractice, N is usually taken to be two (see for example [79], [34]) or three ([5], [13], [63],[27], [67], [65]).The advantage of the N -gram model is that it captures all the information provided bythe preceding N � 1 words. Judging from its success, this is quite an important source ofinformation, especially for �xed word order languages like English. Its disadvantage is theenormous amount of training data needed to train all the probabilities. For example, in[13], several hundred millions of words are used for training.As pointed out in [63], �fteen years after the �rst use of a tri-gram model in largevocabulary speech recognition ([5]), the tri-gram model is still considered one of the bestperforming models and it is used as a component in many other models.2.5.3 N-pos ModelsThe major problem with the N -gram models is the amount of data required for training.Moreover, one can argue that some of the local constraints depend less on the identity ofthe previous words than on their grammatical function. This leads to the idea of groupingwords together in classes and making the probabilities depend on these classes. Traditionally,these classes are called parts of speech (pos) in linguistics which explains the name of theN -pos models. Within the class of N -pos models, there are many di�erent variants. In thefollowing, after starting with a very basic model, we will present two modi�cations that leadto the model used in our implementation.Let G = fg1; :::; gj; :::gtg denote the set of classes, let g(w) denote the class of a given wordw and let g(w[i1 : i2]); 1� i1 � i2 � n be a short form for g(w[i1]); g(w[i1+ 1]); :::; g(w[i2])7. In the N -pos model, the probabilities depend on the classes of the previous N � 1 words.7All of these notations are also mentioned in the section on notations (2.2).



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 28Therefore, the context is de�ned by the preceding N � 1 classes:p(w[i] = wljc) = p(w[i] = wljg(w[i�N + 1 : i� 1])): (2.21)This model has jGjN�1 distributions and requires the estimation of jGjN�1 � jV j proba-bilities. For common values of jGj = 200; jV j = 10; 000 and N = 3, the N -pos (e.g. tri-pos)model has 8 � 1010 probabilities. This is a signi�cant reduction with respect to the tri-grammodel.Furthermore, one can argue that the class of the previous word mostly restricts theclass of the next word, but not its identity. Hence, we can derive probabilities in a two-stepprocess. First, we predict the class of the next word based on the classes of the previousN�1 words. Then, we predict the actual word given its class, but independent of precedingclasses. This leads to the following formulap(w[i] = wljc) = p(g(w[i])jg(w[i�N + 1 : i� 1])) � p(w[i] = wljg(w[i])): (2.22)This model has the same de�nition of a context, but it only has jGjN�1 � jGj+ jGj � jV jfree parameters. For the same values of jGj and jV j, this corresponds to 108 probabilities,a further reduction compared to the previous formula.The above model, used for example in [15], [29], [30], [60], [78], [112], [156] and [155],requires disjoint classes. However, one word can belong to several classes. For example, theword `light' can be a noun, verb or adjective. Hence, the probability of seeing the word`light' is the probability of seeing it as a noun plus the probability of seeing it as a verb plusthe probability of seeing it as an adjective. This leads to the following formula, where theprobabilities are summed over all possible classes in G:p(w[i] = wljc) = Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i�N+1 : i�1]))�p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj): (2.23)This is equivalent to summing over all classes w[i] can actually belong to since the secondterm in the formula will be zero for classes that do not contain w[i].In order to relate the N -pos model to the N -gram model, it is quite revealing to lookat the extreme cases of N -pos models, e.g. at a model with only one class and at a modelwith one class per word (see Figure 2.2). If a N -pos model has only one class, then knowingthe classes of the N � 1 previous words does not contain any information about the contextbecause the last N � 1 words always belong to the same single class. Similarly, the class



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 29identical touni-gram identical toN-gram- number ofclasses in aN-pos model1 25 500... ...commonly used rangeof N-pos models VFigure 2.2: The relationship between N -gram and N -pos modelof the word to predict does not contain any information about the word to predict or thecontext, because all words belong to this class. Thus, since both factors in equation 2.23are independent of the context, the prediction of the next word will be independent of thecontext. We therefore obtain a context independent model with only one distribution. Thismodel is identical to the uni-gram model of section 2.5.1. At the other extreme, we have amodel with a separate class per word. If a model has one class per word, then predictingthe word given its class becomes trivial, because each class contains only one word. Inthis case, de�ning the context in terms of the classes of the previous N � 1 words actuallymeans de�ning the context in terms of the identity of the previous N � 1 words. Thus,the second factor in equation 2.23 will always be equal to one and the �rst factor will bethe prediction of the next word given the previous N � 1 words. In other words, we obtainthe N -gram model from section 2.5.2. From these observations, we can see that the N -posmodel is somewhere between the unigram and the N -gram model, depending on the numberof classes it uses.This model, used for example in [85], [32], [62] and [147], has the same number ofdistributions and parameters as the previous model { the di�erence is that the classes ituses have to be disjoint.The advantage of the N -pos model is that it requires far less training data than theN -gram model, while still considering the class information of the previous N � 1 words.Its disadvantage is that its distributions depend on classes, and not on particular words.As an example, suppose that the class ARTICLE contains the singular article \a" as wellas other articles like \the". In the case of a bi-pos model, we will have one distribution,given that the last word was an article. However, if we knew that the last word was thearticle \a", the distribution would be signi�cantly di�erent since it would not contain pluralnouns. We will come back to this in section 4.4.2, page 84. In general, the performance



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 30of the N -pos model is not as good as an N -gram model trained on su�cient data, but itis better than an N -gram model trained with insu�cient data. Here, we can see again theconicting interests in constructing a language model that we saw on page 21.2.5.4 Decision Tree Based ModelsIn all previous models, the number of distributions is �xed independently of the particular-ities of the training data. For example, in the tri-pos model, there is a separate distributionfor each pair of preceding classes. This is done for all pairs, even though some of the re-sulting distributions may be very similar. As an example, the distribution in the contexts[verb, article] and [preposition, article] might be very similar to each other and even to thedistribution in the context [article]. This is a serious disadvantage because it leads to theconstruction of very similar distributions, which do not result in improved performance.The statistical technique of decision trees can avoid this problem. It has been usedrecently for di�erent tasks in statistical natural language processing ([7], [9], [150], [148],[87], [10]). A good introduction to a speci�c method for constructing decision trees, calledCART, is given in [11]. Other recent algorithms are presented in [45] and [16]. More ondecision trees in general can be found in [46]. In the following, we will briey outline thebasic idea and its application to language modeling.A decision tree contains the probability distributions of a language model and a methodof identifying the distribution that should be used in the current context. In such a tree, eachleaf contains exactly one distribution and each internal node contains exactly one questionabout the context. The following method is used to �nd the distribution (or the leaf) thatshould be used in the current context. Starting at the root node, we look at the questioncontained in the current node. Based on the answer to this question, we move to one of thechildren, making it the current node. This process continues until we arrive at a leaf. Wethen use the probability distribution associated with this leaf.To construct a decision tree, we start with only one node, the root, containing only oneprobability distribution. Given a prede�ned set of possible questions about the context, wechoose one that maximizes some criterion, e.g. performance of the tree on test data. Thisquestion is then placed at the root node, the children are created, and separate distributionsare estimated for each child. This process continues recursively until some stopping criterion,e.g. none of the questions lead to improvements, is met. At each leaf, the distribution isestimated in the following manner. Our training data consists of a set of data points, e.g.



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 31the occurrence of some word in a given context. Each of these data points starts out at theroot node and then, by answering the questions at each internal node it encounters, ends upat some leaf node. Once all data points have reached the leaves, we estimate a probabilitydistribution for each leaf based on the frequencies of events in the data it contains.As an example, suppose we have a set of training data containing the identity of a wordw[i], given the previous word w[i � 1]. One such data point could be (w[i-1],w[i])=(the,weather). Suppose further, that the set of possible questions we can ask is \Is the partof speech of the previous word gj?", where gj can be any part of speech. Our goal nowis to construct a language model based on this training data and on this set of questions.We will start out with one node containing only one distribution. As for every other leaf,this distribution is estimated from the frequencies of events in its data. In this case, thedistribution will correspond to the uni-gram (see section 2.5.1), giving the relative frequencyof each word. For each question we can ask, we construct the children, their separatedistributions and measure the performance of the resulting language model on testing data.We then choose the question that leads to the best performing model and actually put thisquestion in the root node. We then create two children, send each data point to the rightor left child, depending on its answer to the question we just chose, and construct separatedistributions for the children based on the frequency of events in their data. We can thenapply this process recursively to each child until some stopping criterion is met, e.g. none ofthe questions leads to a further improvement. This terminates the process and the resultingdecision tree is our language model.All the models we have seen so far can be represented in terms of a decision tree. Decisiontrees are therefore more general language models. Their advantage is that the number ofdistributions is not �xed in advance, but it is determined by the training data. The numberof distributions is therefore in general more appropriate than if one of the previous modelsis used. Its disadvantage is that the task of constructing the tree is computationally veryexpensive. And even though the resulting model frequently has less distributions to store,the improvement in performance is often relatively small (see [7], [150]).2.5.5 Dynamic, Adaptive and Cache-Based ModelsIn all of the models we have seen so far, the probability distributions are estimated fromthe training data and do not change further when the model is used on di�erent texts or ondi�erent portions of a text. For this reason, they are called static language models ([67]).



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 32However, intuitively, it is very clear that some words are very \bursty" of nature: they donot occur in a large portion of the text, but then occur frequently in one small section.There is also strong empirical evidence to support this intuition. In [68] and [69], it isshown for three di�erent corpora that frequencies of words vary greatly between di�erenttypes of text. Language models that try to capture this short term uctuation of the overallfrequencies are called dynamic, adaptive or cache-based language models.So far, there has been very little work on dynamic language models in the literature.The idea was �rst proposed by R. Kuhn in [84], then developed in [85], [86] and [88]. It wasfurther tested in [67], [79] and [27]. Since all these approaches have a considerable degreeof similarity, we will only present one of them in more detail.In [67], the occurrences of the N most recent words w[i�N : i� 1] (e.g. N = 1000) areconsidered as separate training data. Based on this data, separate unigram, bi-gram and tri-gram frequency distributions are estimated. They are combined using one of the smoothingmethods to obtain a single dynamic tri-gram estimate denoted by pdyn(w[i]jw[i� 2 : i� 1]).This distribution assigns a non-zero probability to all the words that occurred within the lastN words. To avoid zero probabilities of the remaining words, the model is combined with thestatic tri-gram model psta(w[i]jw[i�1 : i�1]) to give the combined model pcom(w[i]jw[i�2 :i� 1]). This combination is performed by a linear interpolation:pcom(w[i]jw[i� 2 : i� 1]) = � � pdyn(w[i]jw[i� 2 : i� 1])+ (1��) � psta(w[i]jw[i� 2 : i� 1]):(2.24)A well known estimation algorithm, the forward-backward algorithm ([6]), is used to esti-mate the interpolation parameter �. � ranges from 0.07 to 0.28 depending on the statictri-gram model used and on the cache size N .Using the combined model, the improvement in performance of the language modelranges between 8% and 23%. As reported in the same paper, for an isolated speech rec-ognizer, this leads to a reduction in error rates ranging from 5% for shorter documents to24% for larger documents. This is because the cache starts out empty at the beginning ofeach document and it takes some time before its estimates accurately reect the particulardocument. Improvements of about the same size are reported in [85], [86] and [79].



CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE MODELING FOR SPEECH RECOGNITION 332.6 SummaryIn this chapter, we gave an overview of the di�erent components of a speech recognizer,de�ned the task of the component central to this thesis, the language model, and reviewedthe most commonly used language models.We began by giving an overview of the di�erent components of a speech recognizerdesigned according to the stochastic approach (see section 1.2). We briey explained thetasks of the signal processor, the vector quantizer, the acoustic model and the languagemodel and how they interact to perform the mapping from the acoustic signal to a stringof words. Moreover, we introduced many of the notations used throughout this thesis.After having described the task of the language model intuitively, we then de�ned thetask of the language model more formally as follows. Given a set of contexts, the task ofa language model is to provide a probability distribution for each context and to provide away of choosing a context given the words recognized so far.Since probability distribution are used frequently in this thesis, we explained how prob-ability distributions can be estimated from frequency data using the maximum likelihoodcriterion. Furthermore, we briey addressed the issue of smoothing probability distributionsand presented a very simple smoothing technique, the addition of a small, constant baselineprobability. The estimation and smoothing methods that have been presented here are theones we use for our work.Having seen the major issues in constructing language models, we reviewed many existinglanguage models (context independent, N -gram, N -pos, decision tree based and adaptivemodels). For each language model presented, we focussed on two conceptually importantissues: how does the model de�ne the context c for its probability distributions p(w[i]jc)and how many probabilities does the model have to estimate. The �rst point is importantbecause it determines which linguistic regularities (e.g. the ones involving only the twopreceding words) the language model can capture. The second point is important becauseit determines the amount of data needed to train the model and therefore the situations inwhich the model can be used.



Chapter 3Analyzing and ImprovingLanguage ModelsIn the last chapter, we reviewed many existing language models for speech recognition. Eventhough some of these models may achieve good performance, the type of speech recognitiontasks we can tackle with existing speech recognition technology, including the languagemodels, is still limited. How can we improve the language models so that we can tacklemore complex speech recognition tasks? In this chapter, we propose the central idea of thisthesis, namely trying to analyze errors of existing language models in order to subsequentlyimprove the models. We �rst present some intuitions on improving language models (section3.1) followed by a derivation of the standard measure used to evaluate language models(section 3.2). Given a term closely related to this perplexity measure, the logarithm ofthe total probability LTP , we then de�ne a weakness of a language model in terms ofLTP (section 3.3). For models with several components (e.g. the class based models), wedevelop the method of probability decomposition (section 3.4) which allows us to analyzethe weaknesses of the components separately. We conclude this chapter by showing thatthe idea of analyzing weaknesses is applicable to many probabilistic models (section 3.5).
34



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 353.1 Intuitions on Analysing and Improving Language Mod-elsGenerally speaking, theories about the world remain valid as long as they correctly predictthe observed empirical data. But when contradictory evidence is found, new theories aresometimes found naturally by identifying and analyzing the errors of the old theory. Thiscan be taken as a very simple, intuitive model of scienti�c progress. By analogy to thismodel of progress, we propose in this chapter the central idea of this thesis, namely tryingto analyze errors or weaknesses of a language model in order to subsequently improve themodel.Before developing this line of thought further, we should try to �nd out whether some-thing similar has been tried before. In the proceedings of the recent major conference inNorth America ([57]) and one of the main European conferences ([35]), we did not �nd onepaper that attempts an error analysis of a language model. In all of the typical languagemodeling literature (e.g. proceedings of previous years, workshops, etc.), we have not comeacross a paper that tries to tackle the problem from this angle. Therefore, the currentliterature on language modeling shows an apparent lack of interest in error analysis. Thisis very surprising, especially when the recent increase in work on the topic is taken intoaccount.In order to perform an error analysis of a language model, we �rst have to de�ne whatconstitutes an error. How do we de�ne an error of a language model? Rather than trying tode�ne an error at this point, we observe that the de�nition of an error should be related tothe performance measure used to evaluate a language model. If they are not related, we canstill identify and remove an error, but by doing so, we may not improve the performance ofthe model because the error is not related to the performance measure. Before de�ning anerror, we therefore introduce the standard measure used to evaluate the performance of alanguage model.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 363.2 Evaluating a Language Model3.2.1 A Simple Mathematical Measure for the Quality of a LanguageModelSince the task of the model is to predict words, it seems natural to evaluate a model bylooking at the probabilities it gives to words in a sample of text. This text is referred to asa testing text. The geometric mean of these probabilities (the \average value") thereforeseems like a good measure for the ability of the model to predict words. Perplexity (see[62]), the standard yardstick for comparing performances of language models, is just thereciprocal of the geometric mean.We now present the measure of perplexity in more detail. As introduced in section 2.2,W = w[1]; :::; w[i]; :::; w[n] denotes a sequence of words. Here, the sequence is the sequenceof words in the testing text. Let ck(i) be the context the language model chooses for theprediction of the word w[i] (see section 2.3). Furthermore, p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i)) denotes theprobability assigned to the ith word by the model. The total probability TP of the sequenceis TP = p(W ) = p(w[1 : n]) = i=nYi=1 p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i)): (3.1)The perplexity PP we just described intuitively as the geometric mean of the probabilitiesis then PP = (TP )� 1n : (3.2)For a large sample of text, the total probability TP can get extremely small. Therefore, froma practical point of view, it is more convenient to use the logarithm of the total probabilityLTP LTP = log2(TP ) = i=nXi=1 log2(p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i)) (3.3)and the logarithm of the perplexity LP 1LP = log2(PP ) = � 1nlog2(TP ) = � 1nLTP: (3.4)1By analogy to TP and LTP , we would prefer to use the term LPP instead of LP . However, since LPis the term used by many other researchers, we will be using it as well.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 373.2.2 Information, Entropy and Perplexity from an Information TheoreticPoint of ViewIn this section, we will derive the logarithm of the probability LP and the perplexity PPfrom an information theoretic point of view as measures for the quality of a language model.We will also derive the term of entropy, which we will use later in section 4.2.1, page 64.Most of the material here is taken from [62, pp.472], [122, p.6,p.54] and [135].Information theory is concerned with sources of information. In simple terms, a source ofinformation is a device that outputs symbols chosen from a �nite set V = fx1; :::; xlg knownto the observer. The symbols are chosen according to a statistical law underlying the device.We will write the probability of observing symbol xi as p(xi). When an information sourceoutputs a symbol, it provides information by removing the uncertainty about the identityof that symbol. Thus, a source provides more information if the uncertainty about thenext symbol is greater. How can we measure the amount of uncertainty we have about thenext symbol? If there is such a measure, say H(p(x1; :::; xl)), it is reasonable to require thefollowing properties:1) H(p(x1; :::; xl)) should be continuous in the p(xi).2) If all the p(xi) are equal (e.g. p(xi) = 1l ), then H(p(x1; :::; xl)) should be a monotonicincreasing function on l. In other words, if all symbols are equiprobable, then there ismore uncertainty if there are more symbols.3) If the choice of the next symbol is broken down into two successive choices, the originalH(p(x1; :::; xl)) should be the weighted sum of the H values of each choice. Themeaning of this is illustrated in �gure 3.1. In case a), we have three possibilities withprobabilities p(x1) = 12 ; p(x2) = 13 and p(x3) = 16 . In case b), we �rst choose betweentwo possibilities each of which has the probability 12 , and if we have picked the secondpossibility, we will make another choice between two possibilities with probabilities 23and 13 . We require thatH(12 ; 13 ; 16) = H(12 ; 12) + 12 �H(23 ; 13): (3.5)It is shown in [135, p.116], that the only H(p(x1; :::; xl)) satisfying the three requirementsis of the form H = �kX p(xi) � logp(xi): (3.6)
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12121212 2313 36Figure 3.1: Breaking one choice into two successive choicesThe constant k merely determines the choice of a unit of measure. Quantities of the formH = �X p(xi) � logp(xi) (3.7)play a central role in information theory as measures of information, choice and uncertainty.H is also used as entropy in statistical mechanics, where p(xi) is the probability of a systembeing in cell i of its phase space (see for example [145]).One way of understanding intuitively why the logarithm is used is to look at the infor-mation provided by a source with l equiprobable symbols. According to equation 3.7, theinformation content of such a source isH(X) = i=lXi=1 1l logl = 1l � l � logl = logl: (3.8)If the source outputs two symbols in a row, we should get twice as much information.However, outputting two symbols is equivalent to a source outputting one of l2 symbolsindependently and with equal probability. The information content of the second sourceshould therefore be twice the information content of the �rst. Indeed, because we use thelogarithm, we get logl2 = 2 � logl (3.9)The logarithm therefore conforms to our intuitions about the quantities of information.Another way of understanding equation 3.7 is to rewrite it asH = �X p(xi) � logp(xi) =X p(xi) � log 1p(xi) : (3.10)



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 39If X denotes a random variable (our source) over the set V = fx1; :::; xlg, then H is in factthe expected value of log 1p(xi) , where 1p(xi) is the uncertainty associated with symbol xi. Ifxi is very unlikely, then 1p(xi) is very big, thereby agreeing with our intuition that unlikelyevents carry a great degree of uncertainty.As one example of this de�nition, consider the entropy of a variable that can only takeone value, of course with probability one:H(X) = 1 � log 11 = 0: (3.11)Since the outcome is absolutely certain, no information is provided by the source.The logarithms in equation 3.7 are usually taken to the base two and in this case, theinformation is measured in units of binary symbols (bits). For example, the informationprovided by a uniform source with two symbols is one bit:I = log22 = 1: (3.12)The fundamental theory of information theory states (see [135, p.59, Theorem 9]) thaton the average, it takes H bits to represent a symbol put out by a source of entropy H .Furthermore a source of entropy H provides as much information as a source that choosesit symbols independently, with equal probability, from a vocabulary size ofl = 2H : (3.13)This is because, according to equation 3.8, the entropy H 0 of the latter source isH 0 = log2H = H: (3.14)What about information sources that do not choose their symbols independently ofprevious symbols? Let x[i] denote the ith symbol output by the source and let x[i : j]; i� jbe a short hand for x[i]; x[i+1]; :::; x[j]. For this more general case, the entropy H is de�nedas H = �limn!1 1n Xx[1:n]2V n p(x[1 : n])logp(x[1 : n]) (3.15)There is a groups of sources, called ergodic sources, for which we can simplify equation3.15. Even though a rigorous de�nition of ergodicity 2 is quite complex, the general idea issimple.2The interested reader can �nd more on ergodicity in [135, p.47] and a more rigorous de�nition in [40].



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 40\In an ergodic process every sequence produced by the process is the samein statistical properties. Thus the letter frequencies, digram frequencies, etc.,obtained from particular sequences, will, as the lengths of the sequences increase,approach de�nite limits independent of the particular sequence. Actually, this isnot true of every sequence but the set for which it is false has probability zero.Roughly the ergodic property means statistical homogeneity" ([135, p.45,46])In the case of ergodic sources, equation 3.15 reduces toH = �limn!1 1nlogp(x[1 : n]): (3.16)In other words, we can estimate the entropy H from long sequences of symbols that weregenerated by the source.How can we apply information theory to language models? Language can be seen as aninformation source whose output symbols are words from the vocabulary V = fw1; :::; wmg(see section 2.2). We can use formula 3.16 to estimate the content of information per wordin a large corpus of text: H = 1nlogp(x[1 : n]): (3.17)But how can we get the probabilities of sequences of words w[1 : n] of the language, that weneed for equation 3.17? We can approximate them with the probabilities p̂(w[1 : n]) givenby the language model. If we replace the true probabilities p(w[1 : n]) of equation 3.17, withtheir approximations p̂(w[1 : n]) given by the language model, we obtain the logarithm ofthe probability (logprob) LP that we saw in section 3.2:LP = � 1nlogp̂(w[1 : n]): (3.18)Intuitively, LP is a measure for the entropy of our model for the language. As pointed outin [62, p.474], we can show that LP � H if we assume proper ergodic behavior of the sourcegenerating the text. This is clear intuitively, because our model of the language can at mostbe as good as the language itself. From the view of the speech recognizer, LP measures thedi�culty in recognizing speech that was generated by the same source that generated thecorpus. Thus, LP is a very appropriate measure for the quality of a language model.Similar to equation 3.15, we can say that the di�culty of a speech recognition task isalso given by the perplexity PP (see section 3.2):PP = 2LP = p̂(w[1 : n]): (3.19)



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 41Thus, the speech recognition task with a language model of logprob LP can be thought ofas being as di�cult as the recognition of a language with PP equally likely words.3.2.3 Discussion of the Standard Perplexity MeasureThe ultimate measure for the performance of a speech recognition system is its recognitionaccuracy. Why then do we want to measure the quality of a language model separately?First, because it allows us to measure the quality of one component of the speech recognizer,the language model, independently of the characteristics of the other components of theparticular speech recognition system at hand. Not only does this make language models ofdi�erent speech recognizers directly comparable, but it also allows researchers to work onthe two subtasks separately, thus following the well known \divide and conquer" approach.Second, we can measure the quality of language models that are built for di�erent tasks,e.g. word disambiguation and spelling correction or text encoding.What do we expect of a measure of the quality of a language model, in particular withrespect to speech recognition? Suppose we have two language models, LM1 and LM2, and{ according to our performance measure { LM1 is better than LM2. We expect that ingeneral, the recognition accuracy of a speech recognizer that uses LM1 will decrease if ituses LM2 instead. In other words, the measure of the quality of the language model shouldbe highly correlated with the accuracy of any speech recognition system.The perplexity measure from the previous sections has been shown to correlate wellwith the recognition accuracy many times. Moreover, it is a theoretically sound measurefor the amount of choice in a text generated by the language model. It is therefore a veryappropriate measure to use for the evaluating of language models. However, it also has thefollowing problems:1) The perplexity measure does not take the acoustic similarity of the words into ac-count. Thus, there is no perfect correlation between perplexity and recognition accu-racy. There have been cases reported in the literature (see for example [21]), wherea language model LM1 with a higher perplexity than a model LM2 leads to betterrecognition accuracy.2) The quality of the language model depends on the testing text. If we choose a testingtext that is very di�erent from the text used to train the model, the model will performvery poorly. However, this does not really mean that the model is bad, but that the



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 42testing text is very di�erent from the training text. In fact, the language model mayhave learned the statistical properties of the training text very well.3) The language model will ultimately be used to discriminate between likely and unlikelywords. It seems that for this purpose, the di�erence in probability between likely andunlikely words is more important than the absolute value of the probabilities. Ingeneral, negative information is useful in language learning tasks (see for example [42]and [43]). It therefore seems appropriate for the language model to make use of a\false" text (for example a sequence of words chosen at random from a vocabulary ora permutation of an existing text). We could then for example measure the di�erencein perplexity on the real and the \false" text.Even though there are problems with the perplexity measure, we choose to use it for ourwork for the following reasons. First, problem 1) is very rare and in the large majority ofcases, the perplexity and the recognition accuracy are highly correlated. Second, problem2) is less severe if we choose a testing text that is quite similar to the training text (and tothe task the language model is used for in the end). This is common practice. Third, theamount of work required to investigate problem 3) is beyond the scope of our work here.Last, but not least, perplexity is still the only widely accepted measure for the quality of alanguage model.3.3 De�ning and Identifying Weaknesses of Language Mod-elsNow that we have seen the standard measure used to evaluate language models, we can pro-ceed with our endeavour of de�ning errors of language models. Since the language modelconstructs a probability distribution, we do not think that the word error is appropriate.Instead, we prefer to use the term weakness, because the intuitive notion of the term weak-ness as something that should be improved is what we want to express. However, in orderto avoid a future misunderstanding, let us point out that we use the term weakness in aspecial, technical sense for the following reason. The commonly used notion of weaknessimplies that the weak part can be improved. In our usage, this might not always be possible.Even an intuitively \perfect" language model will not be able to predict the correct next



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 43word with a probability of one 3. Since our de�nition of a weakness will be related to theinformation theoretic term of perplexity, only a model that can predict the next word withabsolute certainty (e.g. with a probability of 1) would be perfect. Thus, any model that doesnot achieve this will still have weaknesses in the information theoretic sense. So even theintuitively \perfect" language model will still have a weakness according to our de�nition.Even though this might be a theoretical drawback of linking the de�nition of a weakness toinformation theory, the disadvantage only appears if the language model approaches the in-tuitively \perfect" model. However, current N -gram models have arguably not yet reachedthis state (see [63] for a brief comparison between the performance of a tri-gram model anda human guess).We can now describe a weakness of a language model in terms of the logarithm of thetotal probability LTP , a term very closely related to the standard performance measure forlanguage models (see section 3.2). Intuitively, a weakness of a language model is any partof the model that causes a large fraction of the LTP . In the following, we will formalizethis intuitive description.Let us begin by again pointing out that the performance of a language model dependson the testing text used to evaluate the model. This is one of the drawbacks of the standardperformance measure and it was already mentioned in section 3.2.3. As we saw in thebeginning of this chapter, our measure of weakness should be related to the performancemeasure. It is thus very clear that our weakness measure will also depend on the testingtext. In other words, when we speak of a weakness of a language model, this will always berelative to a given testing text. As pointed out in section 3.2.3, the idea is of course thatthe testing text should be very similar to the actual data the language model will ultimatelybe used for. If this is the case, the above mentioned drawback, both for the performancemeasure and for our weakness measure, will be less severe.A language model is evaluated on a testing text W = w[1]:::w[i]:::w[n] (see section3.2) and the probability the language model assigns to word w[i] is denoted by p(w[i] =wl(i)jck(i)). Furthermore, the LTP of W is calculated as (see equation 3.3)LTP = log2(TP ) = i=nXi=1 log2(p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i))): (3.20)In the following, we will denote the testing text W by its index set IW = f1; :::; ng. This3Unless we assume an all-knowing oracle and deny the existence of a free will of the speaker.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 44way, we can denote any subset W1 of words of W by giving the subset of indices IW1 � IW .For a given subset W1, we can easily determine the LTP it causes (LTPW1) by summingup the logarithm of the probabilities of all the words in W1:LTPW1 = Xi2W1 log2(p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i))): (3.21)Given LTPW1, we can then calculate the fraction of LTP caused by W1 (fW1) asfW1 = LTPW1LTP : (3.22)De�nition 2 The impact of a subset W1 � W is the fraction fW1 of LTP the subset W1causes.The intuitive idea behind this de�nition is that we need to improve the language model'sprediction of the words that have a big impact, if we want to improve the overall per-formance signi�cantly. Similarly, if a subset has a low impact, improving the languagemodel's prediction of the words in this subset will not lead to a signi�cant improvement inperformance.Given the impact of a subsetW1 � W , we will now derive the part of the language modelused in calculating the probability of W1 and the impact of this part. A language modelcontains many probability distributions and each probability distribution contains manyprobabilities. We therefore say that a language model is made up of a set of probabilitiesS = fp1; :::; plg. Furthermore, we will call any subset S1 � S a part of the model. In orderto calculate the probabilities of a subset W1 of words (e.g. p(w[i] = wl(i)jck(i)); i 2 IW1),the language model will use a subset SW1 � S of its probabilities. Given a subset W1, wecan then de�ne the part SW1 of the model as the subset of probabilities used to calculatethe probabilities of words in W1. The impact of a part SW1 � S of a language model Sis then given by fW1, the fraction of LTP that W1 causes. Finally, we can now de�ne aweakness of a language model.De�nition 3 A part SW1 of a language model S, de�ned by a subset W1 of the testing textW , is called a weakness, if SW1 has a great impact.The intuitive idea behind this de�nition is as follows. If subset W1 causes a large fractionof LTP , then improving it is very important. This conforms to our intuitive meaning of aweakness as something that should be improved.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 45In the next chapter, we will see what useful results we obtain with this de�nition. Fornow, we demonstrate the usefulness of this de�nition through an example. We de�ne asimple language, a simple model of the language, evaluate the model on a simple testingtext and perform the analysis of its weaknesses. We can then verify that, in this case, theweaknesses identi�ed by our de�nition correspond to what we would like to be identi�edintuitively as weaknesses.Consider the language consisting of sequences of the four symbols fa; b; c; dg. Supposethat we know nothing about this language in general and the frequencies of each symbol inparticular. We therefore choose the most simplistic model introduced in section 2.5.1 as amodel of the language. This model treats all symbols as equiprobable and therefore assignsthe probability 14 to each of the symbols, independent of context. As testing text, we usethe string \bddad". When we evaluate this model (see section 3.2), we obtain for its totalprobability (TP ), perplexity (PP ), logarithm of total probability (LTP ) and logarithm ofperplexity (LP ):TP = p(W ) = p(w[1 : 5]) = i=5Yi=1 p(w[i]) (3.23)= p(b) � p(d) � p(d) � p(a) � p(d) = 14 � 14 � 14 � 14 � 14 (3.24)= (14)5 � 0:00098 (3.25)PP = (TP )� 15 = 4 (3.26)LTP = log2(TP ) = log2(14) + log2(14) + log2(14) + log2(14) + log2(14) (3.27)= 5 � (�2) = �10 (3.28)LP = log2(PP ) = �15LTP = 2 (3.29)(3.30)According to the preceding discussion, we can now try to identify the weaknesses of themodel. Since there are four basic events distinguished by the model, it seems natural tolook at the importance of the subsets A;B;C and D ofW that are de�ned by all occurrencesof each symbol in the testing text. For the subset A, we thus obtain the index set IA = f4g,the set containing the index of the only occurrence of the symbol \a". Similarly, we obtainIB = f1g; IC = fg; ID = f2; 3; 5g. The LTP caused by subset A is simply the sum of the



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 46logarithms of the probabilities of all occurrences of \a":LTPA = Xi2IA log2(p(w[i])) = log2(p(w[4])) = log2(p(a)) = log2(14) = �2 (3.31)Similarly, we obtain LTPB ; LTPC and LTPD:LTPB = Xi2IB log2(p(w[i])= log2(p(w[1])) = log2(p(b)) = log2(14) = �2LTPC = Xi2IC log2(p(w[i])) = 0LTPD = Xi2ID log2(p(w[i])) = log2(p(w[2])) + log2(p(w[3])) + log2(p(w[5]))= 3 � log2(p(b)) = 3 � log2(14) = �6:We then divide the LTP caused by each subset by the overall LTP = �10 to obtain thefraction of LTP caused by each subset:fA = LTPALTP = �2�10 = 0:2fB = LTPBLTP = �2�10 = 0:2fC = LTPCLTP = 0�10 = 0fD = LTPDLTP = �6�10 = 0:6Because all occurrences of the symbol \d" cause 60% of the total LTP (e.g. fD = 0:60), wecan see that the prediction of the symbol \d" is the most important one for the performanceof our model on this testing text. But what does this result imply for the model? We willnow identify the part of the model that is used in calculating the probabilities of the subsetD. In this example, this will be very straight forward, but as we will see in section 3.4, thisis not always the case.Our model has only one probability distribution containing four probabilities. We thuswrite our model S as S = fpa; pb; pc; pdg. The only probability used in calculating theprobabilities of words in D is pd. We thus obtain the part of the model SD = fpdg.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 47This part causes 60% of the total LTP (e.g. fD = 0:6) and is therefore identi�ed as aweakness of the model. Intuitively, if we have the chance to increase one of the probabilitiesin S = fpa; pb; pc; pdg (and decrease others in return), we would choose pd, if we wantto signi�cantly improve the overall performance of the model. This is also the part thatis identi�ed as a weakness using our de�nition and the results of our analysis thereforecorrespond well to our intuition.3.4 Probability DecompositionIn the last section, we de�ned a weakness of a language model as a part of the model thathas a great impact on the overall performance. A part of the model was in turn de�nedas all the probabilities of the language model that are used in calculating the probabilitiesof a subset of words from the testing text. In some language models (e.g. the N -grammodels), the probability p(w[i] = wljck(i)) of the ith word is just the probability value of theprobability distribution for context ck(i). In such models, we can thus measure the impactof a single probability value of the model and, by considering any set of these probabilityvalues, the impact of any subset of the model. This allows a very �ne-grained analysis ofthe language model.However, there are language models in which each probability p(w[i] = wljck(i)) is cal-culated from several probability values of the language model. An example of such a modelis the last class based model we saw in section 2.5.3. In this model, the probability of seeingthe word `light' is the probability of seeing it as a noun plus the probability of seeing it asa verb plus the probability of seeing it as an adjective. The exact formula of the model isp(w[i] = wljw[i�1]) = Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i�N+1 : i�1]))�p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj):(3.32)We can see that the probability of the ith word is calculated as a sum of terms, whereeach term is the product of two probabilities. The subset of the model, de�ned by just oneword w[i] therefore contains many probability values (as opposed to just one in the N -grammodel, for example). The parts of the model identi�ed as weaknesses thus tend to be large.But if we want to improve such a large part of the model, which of its probability values arereally important? Is it for example the probability values that predict the next class (e.g.p(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1]))) or is it the probability values that predict the word given the



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 48class (e.g. p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj))? In order to answer this question, we will now developa method called probability decomposition. It will allow us to divide the probability of theith word into two parts, the part used to predict the next class and the part used to predictthe next word given its class.To start with, we are given the sum of the form S = Pi ai � bi representing the bi-posformula (equation 3.32), where S corresponds to p(w[i] = wljw[i � 1]), ai to p(g(w[i]) =gj jg(w[i� 1])) and bi to p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj). We therefore have 0 < ai; bi � 1. Inour overall analysis of the language model, S will cause a certain percentage fS of the totalLTP . Our goal is to split fS up into two parts fA and fB , the fractions of LTP causedby the ai's and bi's respectively. This will allow us to concentrate our e�orts to improvethe model on the ai's or bi's, depending on which one has a bigger impact on the overallperformance. In order to split fS into fA and fB , we need to know the percentage of Sthat is given by the ai's and bi's. How can we calculate that percentage? We start withthe most simple case and suppose that the sum is only over one term, e.g. S = a1 � b1 witha1 = 12 ; b1 = 14 ; S = 12 � 14 = 18 . What percentage pA of S is given by a1? To answer thisquestion, we �rst need to take a closer look at our intuitive notion of percentage. Supposewe have a sum S = a1+ :::+an. When we say a1 is y*100% of S, e.g. a1S = y, y is a measureof how many a1's make up the total S with respect to the operator `+'. In facta1 + :::+ a1(1y times) = a1 � 1y = a1 � Sa1 = S: (3.33)The same should hold for a product. Suppose we have S = a1 � ::: � an. If we say a1 isy*100% of P, we mean a1 � ::: � a1(1y times) = a 1y1 = P: (3.34)By solving 4 the last equation for y, we get the percentage of P given by a1:log2(a 1y1 ) = log2(P ) (3.35)1y � log2(a1) = log2(P ) (3.36)y = log2(a1)log2(P ) : (3.37)4We used the logarithm to the base two to solve the equation. But because loga(x)loga(y) = logb(x)logb(y) , the notionof percentage does not depend on the base used.
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Figure 3.2: The graph of pAThus, in our example, the percentage pA of S = 18 given by a1 = 12 ispA = log2(12)log2(18) = 13 : (3.38)To get a better intuitive understanding of pA, we plot in �gure 3.2 the relationship betweenpA and a1 for S = 18 ; 18 < a1 � 1. We limit a1 to the range 18 < a1 � 1 because only in thisrange we can �nd a b1 in the range 0 < b1 � 1 such that S = a1 � b1. Because the curve isfalling, we can see that a smaller a1 corresponds to a higher percentage. Thus if we haveS = 18 = a1 � b1 with a1 = 14 ; b1 = 12 and a01 = 18 ; b01 = 1, then a01 causes a higher percentageof S than a1.How can we calculate the percentage pA of S given by ai if the sum is over severalterms? As an example, consider S = a1 � b1 + a2 � b2 with a1 = 12 ; b1 = 14 ; a2 = 12 ; b2 =12 ; S = 12 � 14 + 12 � 12 = 38 :We can �rst determine the percentage pA1 of a1 � b1 given by a1 (asabove) and the percentage pA2 of a2 � b2 given by a2. Given pA1 and pA2, we could obtainthe overall percentage pA by simply taking the average, e.g.pA = 12 � (pA1 + pA2): (3.39)



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 50However, since a1 � b1 and a2 � b2 make up di�erent portions of the total sum S, it is morefair to weigh pA1 and pA2 according to the portion of S represented by a1 � b1 and a2 � b2respectively. This gives the weighted averagepA = a1b1S � pA1 + a2b2S � pA2: (3.40)Similarly, we can calculate the percentage pB of S given by bi aspB = a1b1S � pB1 + a2b2S � pB2: (3.41)In our example, this givespA = a1 � b1S � log2(a1)log2(a1b1) + a2 � b2S � log2(a2)log2(a2b2) (3.42)= 1838 � log2(12)log2(18) + 1438 � log2(12)log2(14) (3.43)= 13 � 13 + 23 � 12 (3.44)= 49 (3.45)pB = a1 � b1S � log2(b1)log2(a1b1) + a2 � b2S � log2(b2)log2(a2b2) (3.46)= 1838 � log2(14)log2(18) + 1438 � log2(12)log2(14) (3.47)= 13 � 23 + 23 � 12 (3.48)= 59 (3.49)(3.50)Knowing that pA and pB are the percentages of S given by ai and bi, we can then simplywrite S = A �B with A = SpA; B = SpB : (3.51)In our example, we thus get A = SpA = (38) 49 � 0:6466 (3.52)B = SpB = (38) 59 � 0:5799 (3.53)A �B = (38) 49 � (38) 59 = 38 : (3.54)(3.55)



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 51We have now decomposed the value of S = 38 into S = A � B with A � 0:6466 andB � 0:5799. What is so special about these values, among all the possible values for A andB? They are special because the percentage of S given by A is 49 , e.g. pA = log2(A)log2(B) = 49 ,the weighted average of the percentages of ai � bi caused by ai.We will now extend this method to the general case. Given S = P ai � bi, we willdecompose S as follows: S = A �B (3.56)A = SpA (3.57)B = SpB (3.58)pA = Xi ai � biS � log2(ai)log2(aibi) (3.59)pB = Xi ai � biS � log2(bi)log2(aibi) : (3.60)We can verify that for this choice of A and B, the percentage of S caused by A and B isindeed pA and pB respectively and that the multiplication of A and B indeed gives S:log2(A)log2(AB) = log2(SpA)log2(S) = pA (3.61)log2(B)log2(AB) = log2(SpB)log2(S) = pB (3.62)A �B = SpA � SpB = S log2(A)log2(AB)+ log2(B)log2(AB) = S: (3.63)(3.64)Given this method of probability decomposition, we can now replace the probabilityp(w[i] = wljck(i)) of the ith word withp(w[i] = wljck(i)) = S = Ai �Bi (3.65)For one, this will allow us to look at the fraction of LTP caused by di�erent contexts.Moreover, by only looking at all the Ai's (or Bi's), we can now treat each component as aseparate model, and this way, we can analyze the weaknesses of each component separately.Please note that we can extend the method of probability decomposition to models thathave more than two components. Suppose for example that a language model calculatesthe probability of the ith word asp(w[i] = wljck(i)) = S =X ai � bi � ci (3.66)



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 52We can then simply writeS = A �B � C (3.67)A = SpA (3.68)B = SpB (3.69)C = SpC (3.70)pA = Xi ai � bi � ciS � log2(ai)log2(aibici) (3.71)pB = Xi ai � bi � ciS � log2(bi)log2(aibici) (3.72)pC = Xi ai � bi � ciS � log2(ci)log2(aibi)ci : (3.73)(3.74)3.5 ApplicabilityThe idea of identifying weaknesses of probabilistic models by measuring the amount of LTPcaused by di�erent events is very general. It applies to all probabilistic models that derivea score for a sequence of tokens by multiplying the probabilities of individual tokens andthat are evaluated using the perplexity measure.Examples of models to which our idea of identifying weaknesses is applicable are allthe models reviewed in section (2.5), ranging from N-gram over N-pos to models based ondecision trees. Furthermore, the idea is also directly applicable to models that are based onunits di�erent from words, such as syllable based language models ([105]) and phone basedlanguage models ([96], [130]), or to models like [47], where the language model is madedependent on the state of a LR parser.In general, speech recognition systems have been based on phonemes ([142]), diphones([103], [22], [1], [133]), syllables ([55], [154], [44], demi-syllables ([127], [124]), and disyllables([137]). Language models can be built on all of these levels and the idea proposed here isapplicable to all of them. As an example, we will show how the idea of identifying weaknessescan be applied to a syllable based language model.The basic linguistic unit in Japanese sentences is the syllable (see [105]), correspondingroughly to a consonant-vowel unit. The syllable therefore constitutes a convenient unit forrecognition of Japanese speech and is, for example, used in the Japanese phonetic typewriter



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 53(see [74]). Given the syllable s1; :::; si�1 recognized so far, the acoustic model can decidewhich syllables are likely to correspond to the next stretch of the acoustic signal. However,as in word based recognition, the acoustic model may not be able to decide based on thesignal alone which one of the likely syllables was the one spoken. The phonetic typewritertherefore uses a syllable based trigram language model to decide which syllables are likely toappear next, given that the syllables recognized so far are s1; :::; si�1. As usual, this syllabletrigram language model is trained on large amounts of text and its performance is measuredon a testing text. How can we improve such an existing syllable based language model?Following the idea proposed here, we can �rst identify the weaknesses of the syllable basedlanguage model. We therefore should identify the syllables whose predictions account for alarge fraction of the LTP . Once these syllables have been identi�ed, we can look at whythey account for such a large fraction of LTP and, more importantly, how we can improvethe language model to avoid this weakness.An example of a model to which our de�nition of weakness is not applicable is a prob-abilistic context free grammar (see for example [157]). This is because the probability of asequence of words is not obtained by multiplying the probabilities of each word.Besides language modeling for speech recognition, N -gram based probabilistic modelsare also used in the area of optical and handwritten character recognition ([54], [123] and[138]). However, according to a recent survey on optical character recognition ([58, p.11]),the N -gram model does not come under the name of language model, but is referred to ascontextual processing and is one part of the postprocessing in optical character recognition.Nevertheless, the principles are very similar to language models in speech recognition. Forexample, in [138], the Viterbi algorithm ([149]) is used as in speech recognition, to �ndthe best sequence of letters according to the probabilistic scores provided by two models(corresponding to the acoustic model and the language model in speech recognition). Themodel that corresponds to the language model is in fact a letter bi-gram language model. Inother words, it calculates the probability of a sequence of letters z1; :::; zn by multiplying theprobabilities of each letter zi, which only depends on the previous letter. This is expressedin the following formula: p(z1; :::; zn) = i=nXi=1 p(zijzi�1): (3.75)The probabilities p(zijzi�1) of letter bi-grams are estimated from the Brown corpus. Aswith the syllable-based Japanese language model we just saw, we can apply our analysis of



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 54weaknesses to this letter based language model in order to subsequently improve the model.3.6 SummaryIn this chapter, which contains the central idea of this thesis, we proposed to performanalyses of weaknesses of language models in order to improve the models afterwards, de�nedwhat we meant by \weakness of a language model" and presented a method to identify theweaknesses of a given model.We began by noting the widely accepted idea that improving any kind of model or theoryis usually easier once its shortcomings are known. Moreover, in a very simple, intuitive modelof scienti�c progress, the knowledge of the errors of an existing theory is crucial. In analogyto this model of progress, we proposed in this chapter to analyze weaknesses of a languagemodel in order to subsequently improve the model.Since the measure of weakness of a language model should be related to the performancemeasure used to evaluate the model, we turned to the standard perplexity measure used forevaluating language models. We introduced perplexity intuitively as the reciprocal of thegeometric mean of probabilities assigned to the words in the testing text, derived the measurefrom an information theoretic point of view and discussed its advantages and shortcomings.Given the perplexity and the closely related logarithm of the total probability LTP , wede�ned a weakness of a language model in terms of LTP 5. A part of a language modelde�ned by a subset of words of the testing text is called a weakness if it causes a largefraction of the LTP . This conforms to our intuitive meaning of a weakness as somethingthat should be improved, because if we want to improve the model signi�cantly, it is veryimportant to improve the parts of the model that cause a large fraction of the LTP . Formodels with separate components (e.g. the class based models), we also developed themethod of probability decomposition, which allows us to analyze the weaknesses of eachcomponent separately.After having de�ned a weakness of a language model, we noted that this de�nitionis applicable to any probabilistic model that derives a score for a sequence of symbolsby multiplying the probabilities of each symbol and that is evaluated with the perplexitymeasure. We can thus apply our de�nition to almost all of the commonly used language5For a discussion of which of the commonly associated intuitions of the term weakness also apply to ourtechnical use of the term, see page 42.



CHAPTER 3. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING LANGUAGE MODELS 55models, including models based on units di�erent from words (e.g. phonemes, syllables).As an example, we showed briey how we can apply our de�nition to a Japanese syllabletri-gram model and how this could help in improving the model. Besides language modelingfor speech recognition, our idea of analyzing weaknesses is also applicable to other areasthat use N -gram statistics, e.g. handwriting and optical character recognition.



Chapter 4Analyzing and Improving a Bi-posLanguage ModelIn the last chapter, we presented the main idea of this thesis, namely to perform an analysisof the weaknesses of language models. Moreover, we de�ned what we mean by a weaknessof a language model. In this chapter, we apply this de�nition and the idea of analyzingweaknesses to a concrete language model. For that purpose, we �rst choose a training andtesting corpus and a language model (section 4.1). We verify that the training data we useis su�cient to train our model and this leads to a discussion of the issue of sample space(section 4.2). We then proceed with the analysis of the weaknesses of our model and presentthe results (section 4.3). Trying to improve one of the identi�ed weaknesses leads to thedevelopment of the generalized N -pos model (section 4.4).4.1 Choosing a Corpus and a Language ModelThe corpus used to train and test a language model is the primary source of informationused in the model. It is crucial to the overall undertaking that the corpus contains su�cientdata to train the model. We could of course choose a language model and then a corpus,but we would have no guarantee that the corpus contains enough training data. Since thecorpus size determines the complexity of the language model that can be adequately trainedwith this amount of data, we will �rst choose a corpus and then a model.56



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 574.1.1 Choosing a CorpusA corpus is a collection of text in machine readable format, often annotated with additionalinformation. These annotations can supply information related to, for example, the partsof speech of each word, the parse tree of each sentence or prosodic information.Before focusing on a speci�c corpus for our work, let us consider the wide range ofexisting corpora. According to a recent review of corpora research and construction (see[31]), the three most commonly used corpora are the Brown corpus (see [82], [39], [81]), theLancaster-Oslo-Bergen (LOB) corpus (see [71], [70], [97]), and the London-Lund corpus (see[143]). But a large variety of other corpora exist: the Lancaster Spoken English Corpus(SEC) (see [80]), the British National Corpus (see [119]), the Wall Street Journal Corpus(available from the ACL/DCI), and the International Corpus of English (see [49]) { justto name a few. Most of these corpora are available through institutions and initiatives,which have been created recently to oversee the collection of linguistic data, e.g. the datacollection initiative of the Association for Computational Linguistics (see [99], [17], [152],[153]), the European Corpus Initiative of the Association for Computational Linguistics andthe Linguistic Data Consortium.In choosing one of the available corpora for our work, we will consider two criteria.First, the corpus should be used for language modeling by other researchers. This makesthe results more widely acceptable and reproducible. Second, we prefer a \small" corpus(e.g. less than a million words) for the following three reasons.First, many current speech recognizers are intended for a speci�c application domain(e.g. medical texts). As pointed out in [117], the performance of a language model in sucha speci�c domain of application is often better if we train the language model on a smallcorpus task from the domain of application than if the language model is trained on a largecorpus not speci�c to the domain. We therefore need to train language models on small,domain speci�c corpora 1 .Second, if we �nd a technique to improve a language model trained on a small corpus, itis likely that this technique is also applicable to language models trained on large corpora.On the other hand, if we �nd a technique to improve a language model trained on a largecorpus, this technique might require the availability of a large amount of training data1Domain speci�c corpora are most likely very small, because corpora are expensive to produce. As anexample consider the TI Digit Corpus ([98]), a collection of a large set of spoken digits. It required anestimated $300,000 to $400,000 for its construction.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 58and the technique might therefore not be applicable to language models trained on smallcorpora.Finally, from a practical point of view, it is usually easier to understand a complexproblem by looking at simple instances of the problem. In the case of a language model, asimple instance is a simple model, requiring little data to be stored, handled and analyzed.Using these criteria, the LOB corpus is an adequate choice. It contains about one millionwords and is small compared to, for example, the Wall Street Journal Corpus (50 millionwords) or the British National Corpus (100 million words). Moreover, many researchersworking on language modeling also use the LOB ([85], [109], [34], [106], [78], [110]).Even though we are building language models for speech recognition, the corpus isconstructed from written text. This is common practice, mainly for practical reasons. Largequantities of written text are already in a format that can be used for a corpus, whereas thetranscription of spoken text is time consuming, tedious and expensive.The LOB corpus is divided into 500 samples of text. Each sample contains slightlymore than 2000 words and each word is tagged with one of 153 possible syntactic classes.These syntactic classes correspond to the parts of speech (pos) that we mentioned when weintroduce the N -pos models (see section 2.5.3, page 27). The samples are grouped into 15di�erent categories, depending on the source of the text. Table 4.1 shows the 15 di�erentcategories and the number of samples in each. We see that the corpus covers a wide range ofEnglish prose. An example of the corpus material can be found in Appendix A. We use the�rst 50,000 words of sections A1-A34 as training text and roughly 25,000 words (sectionsA35-A44) as testing text. In section 4.2.3, we justify why 50,000 words constitutes enoughtraining data.It has been reported in the literature (for example [60], [78]) that the number of classesor tags a language model uses inuences the performance of the model. In order to make ourresults less dependent on the number of tags provided with the corpus, we therefore decidedto use more than one set of tags. We could have produced di�erent tagsets automatically,as suggested in [62], [60], [78] and [111] . However, since this is not the main issue addressedin this thesis, we used the following simple heuristic to construct four di�erent tagsets. Theoriginal tagset contains, for example, four di�erent tags for adverbial nouns (NR, NR$,NRS, NRS$) and twelve di�erent tags for proper nouns. We construct smaller tagsets by,for example, merging all four tags for adverbial nouns into one tag (NR), or by mergingall twelve tags for proper nouns into one tag (NP). We can then construct an even smaller



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 59Category Description number of samplesA Press: Reportage 44B Press: Editorials 27C Press: Reviews 17D Religion 17E Skills, Trades and Hobbies 38F Popular Lore 44G Belles Lettres, Biography and Essays 77H Miscellaneous 30J Learned and Scienti�c Writings 80K General Fiction 29L Mystery and Detective Fiction 24M Science Fiction 6N Adventure and Western Fiction 29P Romance and Love Story 29R Humour 9Table 4.1: The di�erent categories of the LOB corpustagset by merging the set we just constructed for adverbial nouns (NR) and proper nouns(NP) into one tag for nouns (N). Thus, starting from the original tagset, we construct threeother tagsets by merging tags with the same pre�x. The resulting three tagsets have 88, 42and 24 tags respectively. All four tagsets, together with examples for each tag are shown inappendix B.4.1.2 Choosing a Language ModelIn recent years, a great number of di�erent language models have been developed (see section2.5). Most commonly used are bi-gram, tri-gram, bi-pos and tri-pos models. They di�ersigni�cantly in their complexity and in the amount of training data needed. Which of themodels should we use for our work? As was pointed out in the last section, we use a rathersmall corpus. Furthermore, the argument in favor of a simpler model making a complexprocess easier to understand is also valid for the choice of language model. We thereforechose the model requiring the least amount of training data, the bi-pos model. As mentionedin section 2.5.3, existing N-pos models furthermore di�er in the fact that the classes themodels use are overlapping or that they are mutually exclusive. Since the classes in theLOB are overlapping, we chose a model allowing multiple class membership. For example,the word `light' can be a noun, verb or adjective depending on the context in which it is



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 60used.Now that we have decided which of the models reviewed in section 2.5 we are going touse for our work, we will present the chosen model in more detail, describing the probabilitydistributions in terms of smoothed frequency counts. But �rst, let us recall the model interms of its probability distributions, as it was presented in section 2.5.3. The probabilitythat the ith word w[i] is the word wl is calculated as the sum (over all classes gj) of theprobabilities that the ith word w[i] is wl, where wl appears with the particular class gj . Theprobability of the word wl appearing with a particular tag gj is the probability of having thistag gj (g(w[i]) = gj) given the tag g(w[i�1]) of the previous word (p(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i�1])))times the probability of having word wl given the tag gj (p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj)). Thisis expressed more precisely by the following formula (see section 2.5.3):p(w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gjjg(w[i� 1])) � p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj):As shown in section 2.4, we can estimate the probability distributions p(g(w[i]) =gj jg(w[i�1])) and p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj) in terms of frequencies f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i�1]))and f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj) of events:p(w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= Xgj2G f(g(w[i]) = gjjg(w[i� 1])) � f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj):In order to avoid zero probabilities (see section 2.4), we have to ensure that at least for onetag g0 2 G, both frequencies in formula 4.1 are di�erent from zero. If we suppose that everyword wl of our vocabulary occurred at least once in our training text, then the occurrence ofword wl has one tag g0 associated with it and the factor f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = g0) in formula4.1 is di�erent from zero. However, if g0 never occurred after the previous tag g(w[i� 1]),the factor f(g(w[i]) = g0jg(w[i� 1])) in formula 4.1 is zero. In order to avoid the secondfactor to be zero, we therefore smooth the second distribution. As suggested in [85], andas explained in section 2.2, we add a small constant probability value of c2 and then use amatching constant c1 to ensure that the sum over the probabilities of all the words is one:p(w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= Xgj2G f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) � (c1 � f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj) + c2):



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 61The language model is evaluated on a testing text, which may contain words that are notpart of the vocabulary V . We therefore have to adjust formula 4.1 to deal with these socalled unknown words . We again adopt the approach taken in [85] and treat every unknownword as the occurrence of one special symbol, say unknown. We give a constant probabilityvalue of d to occurrence of this symbol and have to multiply all other probabilities by(1� d) in order to ensure that the sum of probabilities of all words in the vocabulary plusthe probability of the symbol unknown sums up to one:P (w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= 8>>><>>>: (1� d)Pgj2G[(c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)�f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj)] if wl 2 Vd otherwise .Following [85], we estimate the value of d by Turing's formula as the number of unique wordsin the training text divided by the total number of words in the training text. d decreaseswhen the amount of training data increases and for our training text of 50,000 words, weobtain d = 463750000 � 0:093: For c2, we chose the arbitrary value of 10�4 as suggested in [85].As explained in section 2.4, we have to choose c1 = 1� jGj � c2, which gives c2 = 0:9958 forthe tagset with 42 tags.In formula 4.1, we need to know the tag of the word w[i� 1] in order to calculate theprobability of word w[i], even if word w[i � 1] is an unknown word. We could simply usethe tags provided with our tagged testing text, but this would be `cheating', because wewould be using a source of information external 2 to the language model to make its taskeasier. Following [85], our model uses a heuristic in order to assign a tag to each word andthe following three cases can occur:1) the word is unknown, e.g. it did not occur in the training text and is not part of thevocabulary.2) the word always occurred with the same tag in the training text.3) the word occurred with several tags in the training text.The model deals with these cases as follows:2The tags were assigned to words manually or by a separate program (a tagger), and they are thereforenot part of the information the language model can use.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 621) the model chooses the tag gj which has the highest value of f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i�1])),e.g. the tag that is most likely to follow the preceding tag.2) the model uses the unique tag of the word.3) the model chooses the tag gj which contributes the largest probability to the sum overall possible tags in equation 4.1.4.2 Di�erences in Sample SpacesIn section 4.1, we chose a corpus and a language model for our work. Before we canproceed with the analysis of the weaknesses of the model, it is important to make surethat there is su�cient data in the corpus to train the model. Otherwise, the results wouldnot be signi�cant. As we will see in section 4.2.2, the analysis of the inuence of theamount of training data on the model produces a counter-intuitive result: as the amountof training data increases, the performance of the model decreases. In order to understandthis behaviour, it is useful to look at the underlying statistical issue, the issue of samplespace.In statistics ([41]), the word `experiment' is used in a very wide sense, and it refersto any process of observation or measurement. The results obtained from an experimentare called its outcomes. The set of all possible outcomes for each experiment is called thesample space. Probabilities are derived as the ratio of successful outcomes to all possibleoutcomes and the sum of the probabilities of all events in the sample space has to be one.In a language model, the experiment is the observation of the identity of the word thatoccurs next in a given context. One outcome is the occurrence of one particular word andthe sample space is the set of all words that can be observed.4.2.1 Di�erences Due to the Modeling of Unknown WordsAs we have seen on page 61, a language model has to deal with unknown words. In theliterature, we can �nd several ways of approaching the issue of unknown words and we willpresent four di�erent models, M1 to M4, in the following paragraphs. For our purpose, it isnot crucial how probabilities are derived exactly for these unknown words, but rather whatthe underlying sample space is. We will therefore only describe the sample space for eachof the four models.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 63We will denote the sample space by S and the number of words in the training and testingtext by ntrain and ntest respectively. Let V(train[i]) denote the vocabulary derived from the�rst i words of training text and let V(train) be the shorthand notation for V(train[ntrain]).Similarly, we de�ne V (test[i]) and V (test). Models, that change vocabularies during thetesting will have a sequence of vocabularies denoted by V0; V1; :::; Vtestn. Furthermore, asintroduced on page 61, we will denote the unknown symbol with unknown. The four modelsare:M1 Every occurrence of an unknown word is treated as the occurrence of the symbolunknown. This gives the sample space S =V(train) [ funknowng. This model wasused by R. Kuhn and R. de Mori in [85].M2 All unknown words are again treated as one special unknown symbol. However, afteran unknown word occurs, it is added to the vocabulary. We therefore get a sequence ofvocabularies V0 =V(train), V1 =V(train) [ V(test[1]), ..., Vntest =V(train) [ V(test).This corresponds to a sequence of sample spaces Si = Vi[ funknowng. S0 is equal tothe sample space of model M1 and Sntest is equal to the sample space of model M3.This adaptive model was proposed by Jelinek et. al in [65].M3 The model that looks at the testing text in advance ([83]). All the words that wouldbe unknown are added to the vocabulary before the testing begins, giving the samplespace S =V(train) [ V(test).M4 The model that derives a probability for an unknown word based on a character bycharacter probability. It thus distinguishes between all possible unknown words. Thiscorresponds to a sample space S =V(train) [f(s1; :::; sk)g for all k � 1 where eachsi is one of the 95 printable ASCII characters. S therefore has an in�nite number ofelements. This model was proposed by Brown et al. in [13].Recall from section 3.2.1 that the quality of a language model is measured by the per-plexity, the reciprocal of the geometric mean of the probabilities assigned to words in thetesting text. We think that it is not meaningful to compare probabilities that are based ondi�erent sample spaces and we will illustrate this point in three di�erent ways.First, consider the extreme case of M1 trained on zero words of text. This gives asample space that only contains one element, the unknown symbol. Since there are no otherelements, the model gives the probability of 1 to this symbol. All words of the testing text



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 64will be treated as occurrences of unknown and the text will be reduced to a repetition of thissymbol. It is clear that the model assigning the probability of 1 to this symbol will `achieve'a perplexity of 1, which would imply that this is a particularly good language model!Second, consider the number of di�erent words that are distinguished in the abovesample spaces, but that are not part of V(train). The last model, M4, has a countablein�nite number of these words, whereas the �rst model, M1, has only one. If we have a�xed amount of probability to allocate to these unknown words, then it is clear that inmodels with many unknown words, each one will `receive' a very small probability. Toconclude from the high perplexity of such a model that it is worse at modeling the languageis not really correct, because it solves a di�erent task.Third, consider all the unknown words in the testing text, that the model M1 treats as theone symbol unknown. If we treat all these as separate words, then the sum of probabilitiesof all words will be more than one. The model therefore does not construct a probabilitydistribution and we therefore can't compare these `probabilities' with probabilities of models.All these examples illustrate the point that models with di�erent sample spaces are infact solving di�erent tasks and can't be compared using the standard perplexity measure.The amount by which the perplexity results are distorted depends on exactly how di�er-ent the sample spaces are and how much of the total perplexity is caused by these unknownwords. For example, if the model has a very big vocabulary, it has a higher coverage ofwords in the testing text and the perplexity caused by unknown words is very small. In theexperiments reported in [13], the unknown words only account for roughly 5% of the totalentropy (see section 3.2.2) . If we reduce the sample space by using M1, M2 or M3 (insteadof M4), the entropy could at most be reduced by these 5%. The distortion is so small (atmost 5%), because this model was trained on approximately 583 million words, it has avocabulary of roughly 293,000 entries and only about 1% of the tokens in the testing textare unknown. In order to see how big the distortion is in a model trained on less data, weimplemented and ran M1 and M4 on our 50,000 words of training text. We chose M1 andM4 because they di�er the most in the size of their sample spaces and hence the distortionshould be bigger than between other models. We ran our bi-pos model (see section 4.1.2)with M1 or M4 as models of unknown words, using our testing text with about 14% ofunknown words. The results are shown in �gure 4.2. The overall perplexity was 2:6 � 102when using M1 and 4:6 � 104 when using M4 (see section 4.3.2). This huge di�erence can beunderstood by looking at the geometric mean of the probabilities assigned by the two models



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 65Model perplexity avg. prob of unknown wordsM1 2:6 � 102 7:4 � 10�2M4 4:6 � 104 9:4 � 10�17Table 4.2: Comparison of models M1 and M4to unknown words. The �rst model had a geometric mean of approximately 7:4 � 10�2, thesecond model of approximately 9:39 � 10�17. The impact on the overall perplexity of thisdi�erence in probability is so much bigger in our experiment because the unknown wordsaccount for roughly 51% of the perplexity when M4 is used (see section 4.3.2).We do not try to decide here what the \correct" sample space should be. This shouldbe done by the research community in general and, as one of the reviewers of our paper[147] pointed out, researchers seem to favor models like M4 because these models do notrequire researchers to agree on a �xed vocabulary. However, as long as di�erent modelshave di�erent sample spaces, one should keep in mind the distortion this can cause to theperplexity results when comparing language models with this measure.The focus of this work is the analysis of the main part of the model, not the predictionof unknown words. For the remainder of the work, we therefore want to choose the modelin which the prediction of unknown words plays the least important role. Hence, we willuse model M1 for the remainder of this thesis.4.2.2 Di�erences Due to Di�erent Amounts of Training TextIn our implementation of M1 (see equation 4.1 for the exact equation), we made the followingobservation: as the training text increases in size, the performance 3 of the model decreases.This can be seen in Figure 4.1, which shows the logarithm of the total probability LTP (seesection 3.2.1) of the testing text for di�erent sizes of training texts and a set of 42 tags. LTPdecreases as the training size increases. This behaviour is counter-intuitive because, as thetraining text increases, the model should get better at predicting the testing text and theLTP should increase. In order to �nd the reason for this behaviour, we look at the parts ofLTP , that are caused by non-vocabulary words, LTP (unknown), and by vocabulary words,3As pointed out in section 3.2.1, it is more convenient to use LTP instead of PP . Moreover, since LTPand PP measure the same property, this does not inuence the results.
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Figure 4.1: The graphs for LTP, LTP(known) and LTP(unknown)LTP (known) separately:LTP = Xi;s:t:w[i]2V log2(P (w[i] = wl(i)jw[i� 1])) + Xi;s:t:w[i]62V log2(P (w[i] = wl(i)jw[i� 1]))= LTP (known) + LTP (unknown)Both are also shown in Figure 4.1. LTP (unknown) increases and LTP (known) decreasesas the training text grows. We explain this as follows. As the training size increases, moreand more words that are unknown when a small training text is used, become known. Eachof these words that is unknown and receives the probability of d when a small training textis used, will receive the probability value according to the bi-pos formula when a largertraining text is used. It turns out that LTP (known) decreases more than LTP (unknown)increases. This happens because the probability d our model assigns to unknown words ishigher than the average probability assigned to words in the vocabulary.This behavior is again due to the fact that models trained on di�erent amounts of texthave di�erent underlying sample spaces. We already mentioned this problem in section4.2.1, when we considered a model trained on zero words of text, which would have aperplexity of one. In above example, the di�erence in sample spaces leads to a distortion of



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 67the probability measure to the extent that models trained on less data perform `better'.One way to solve this problem is to adjust for some of the distortion caused by di�erentsample spaces. As we mentioned earlier, by giving the probability of d to every unknownword, the probabilities sum up to more than one. For example, if we have r di�erentunknown words in the testing text and distinguish between them, the sum of the probabilitiesof the possible words will add up to 1+(r�1)�d, 1�d for the words in the vocabulary, andan extra r�d for all the unknown words. Once the testing has been completed, we can adjustfor this in the following way. Suppose a language model is tested on a text that containss occurrences of these r di�erent unknown words. If we suppose a uniform distribution ofthe unknown words, for example, as a rough approximation, we can divide the probabilitiesof the unknown words by r. We call this adjustment the adjusted logarithm of the totalprobability, ALTP , and similarly, the adjusted perplexity, APP :ALTP = ALTP (known) +ALTP (unknown) (4.1)= Xi;s:t:w[i]2V log2(p(w[i] = wl(i)jw[i� 1])) (4.2)+ Xi;s:t:w[i]62V log2(p(w[i] = wl(i)jw[i� 1])r ) (4.3)= LTP (known) + LTP (unknown) + s � log2(1r ) (4.4)= LTP � s � log2(r) (4.5)APP = (2ALTP )�1=n (4.6)This will ensure that the probabilities sum up to one, but it will not change the fact thatd is `allocated' to all unknown words. In order to calculate APP , we just calculate LTPas before and keep a counter for s and r. When we reach the end of the testing text, wecalculate ALTP and APP from LTP by adding the factor �s � log2(r) (see equation 4.5).Figure 4.2 shows the adjusted logarithm of the total probability, ALTP , and its decom-position into ALTP (known) and ALTP (unknown). We can see that the ALTP increasesas the training data increases. The di�erence LTP �ALTP exactly quanti�es how much alanguage model is `cheating' by allocating d to every unknown word.Let us summarize the advantages and disadvantages of the adjusted perplexity APP .First, we can approximately compare language models with di�erent vocabularies. TheAPP ensures that the models agree in parts of their sample spaces, namely, that the modelsdistinguish between all the words that occur in the testing text. Second, from a practical
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Figure 4.2: The graphs for ALTP, ALTP(known) and ALTP(unknown)point of view, we can write a language model without having to know the testing text, whichshould make it easier to run a language model on any testing text and to compare existinglanguage models. Third, we can now quantify by how much a model is `cheating' due to itsmodeling of unknown words. One disadvantage of this method is that it can not be used toadjust the probabilities of words as one goes through the testing text (e.g. during speechrecognition). The adjustment can only be done once the complete testing text has beenseen. However, it is su�cient if one wants to approximately compare two language modelswith di�erent vocabularies. Another disadvantage is that models trained on di�erent textscan still di�er in their underlying sample spaces. The APP measure only ensures that theydistinguish between all the words in the testing text, but can of course not ensure that theirsample spaces are identical. In other words, the two models can still try to solve di�erenttasks.Another way of solving the problem of di�erent sample spaces is to �x the vocabularyindependently of the training text. This ensures that the underlying sample spaces areidentical and that the perplexity measure is used to evaluate two models that are tryingto solve the same task. In order to �x the vocabulary independently of the training text,we need to modify our model slightly. If the vocabulary is �xed in advance, it may contain
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Figure 4.3: The graphs for LTP, LTP(known), LTP(unknown) and LTP(unseen) with �xedvocabularywords that were never seen in the training text and we will call these words unseen. Whatprobabilities should we assign to unseen words? We change the model so that it gives asmall, arbitrarily chosen value d1 to every unseen word, which leads to the following model:p(w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= 8>>>>><>>>>>: (1� u � d1 � d2)Pgj2G[(c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)�f(w[i] = wljg(w[i] = gj)] if wl 2 V and wl was seend1 if wl 2 V but wl unseend2 if wl 62 VAll the constants that are part of the standard bi-pos model, for example c1; c2 and d2(which corresponds to the former d), are determined as mentioned in section 4.1.2. Forthe new constant d1 corresponding to the probability of unseen words we arbitrarily chosed1 = 10�6. The constant u is set to the number of unseen words in the vocabulary and thesecond term u � d1 is necessary to ensure that the probabilities of all words sum up to one.Figure 4.3 shows the LTP of the modi�ed model. We can see that the model improvesas the size of the training text increases. The modi�ed model therefore conforms to our



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 70intuition. Moreover, since the vocabulary is �xed in advance, the LTP caused by unknownwords does not change when the training text is changed. However, we can also see thatLTP has LTP (unseen), the entropy caused by unseen words, as an additional component.As the the size of the training text increases, more and more words that were previouslyunseen and received the probability of d1 become part of the vocabulary and receive aprobability according to the bi-pos formula. This explains why LTP (unseen) increases andLTP (known) decreases as the training text gets bigger. Since LTP (unseen) increases morethan LTP (known) decreases, the overall e�ect on LTP is an increase, which correspondsto an improvement in the model.Summing up, we have now seen two ways of dealing with di�erences in sample spacescaused by di�erent amounts of training data. We can alleviate the problem of di�erentsample spaces by using the adjusted perplexity measure or we can avoid the problem ofdi�erent sample spaces entirely by �xing the vocabulary independently of the training text.If it is not possible to agree on a common vocabulary (e.g. because di�erent researchersworking in di�erent locations do not agree), the APP is a exible way of making the resultscomparable, without ensuring identical sample spaces. However, from a theoretical pointof view, �xing the vocabulary in advance is more satisfying than using the APP . First, itensures that the sample spaces are identical for all models. Second, it makes sense that thesample space should be �xed before one starts to compare probabilities. After all, if onewants to compare probabilities taken from probability distributions, the distributions shouldbe constructed over the same sample space. Because it is preferable from a theoretical pointof view to �x the vocabulary in advance and because we have no problem in agreeing on acommon vocabulary, we will �x the vocabulary based on the training text in the rest of thisthesis.4.2.3 Inuence of the Amount of Training Data on the Performance ofour Language ModelAs mentioned in the beginning of section 4.2, we wanted to ensure that our corpus containsenough data to train our bi-pos model. When we tried to measure the inuence of theamount of training data on the performance of the model, the surprising results prompteda discussion of the underlying issue of sample spaces. Now that we have chosen to �x thevocabulary independently of the training text, we have a meaningful way to measure theinuence of the amount of training data on the performance of the model. Figure 4.4 shows
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PP(24 tags) 33 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3Figure 4.4: The perplexity for di�erent amounts of training data and di�erent tagsetsthe perplexity of the model for di�erent amounts of training data and for four di�erenttagsets (as mentioned in section 4.1.1). First, we can see that the models do not continueto improve signi�cantly when the training data is increased from 30,000 to 50,000 words.We thus assume that all the models are well trained after 50,000 words. This justi�es whywe only use 50,000 words of training text in the remainder of this thesis. Second, we cansee that the amount of training data should inuence the choice of tagsets. If, in this case,the available training data contained only 15,000 words, then a smaller tagset (e.g. the 24tags) would lead to better results than a larger tagset and this con�rms our intuition.4.3 Weaknesses of the Bi-pos ModelIn the following, we will apply the method of identifying weaknesses presented in chapter 3to the chosen bi-pos model (see page 69).The �rst weakness we will identify is the prediction of the next word in a very smallnumber of contexts. We perform a very detailed analysis of these contexts in order tounderstand why they constitute a weakness. Even though we do not proceed in tryingto improve this weakness, the information we uncover by analyzing weaknesses is already



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 72helpful in showing where we should concentrate future e�orts.The second weakness we will identify is the prediction of unknown words. As with theprevious weakness, this is helpful for future work. Moreover, we actually try to improve thisparticular weakness and we develop a new modeling of unknown words. This results in areduction of the perplexity ranging between 14% and 21%.The third weakness we will identify is the second factor in our bi-pos formula (section2.5.3, equation 2.23), the prediction of the next word given its class. This is important byitself, because it again identi�es a weakness that needs to be improved for many di�erentlanguage models, even for the recently used probabilistic context free grammars. Tryingto actually improve this weakness leads us to the development of a new generalized N -posmodel that we will present at the end of this chapter.4.3.1 Di�erent ContextsIn the bi-pos model we use (see page 69), the current context consists simply of the tag ofthe preceding word. To recall the e�ect this de�nition of context has, suppose w1 and w2are the last words of two sequences of words � and �. Further suppose that w1 and w2 havethe same tag (or set of tags). The probability with which the model will expect to see acertain word next will be the same in both cases, whether the preceding sequence was � or�. In other words, the model distinguishes between as many contexts as it has classes ortags and it has a separate distribution for each of these contexts.When we analyze this model with respect to its weaknesses, it seems natural to ask whatfraction of the LTP is caused by each context (or tag g). For that purpose, we group theelements of the sum in equation 3.3 , page 36, according to the preceding tag g , producea separate sum for each (LTPg), and determine what fraction of the total LTP each tagrepresents. We can thus calculate the fraction of LTP caused by each context or by eachpreceding tag. In table 4.3, we give the ten tags that account for the biggest part of theLTP when the tagset with 42 tags were used. In order to �nd out why these are the tagscausing most of the LTP , we performed a more detailed analysis of the �rst three tags.For each tag g, we looked at the number ng of times g occurred, the LTP caused by theprediction of the next word given that the last tag was g (LTPg) and the average LTP perword given that the last tag was g (avgg). The results are shown in the �rst three columnsof table 4.4. Moreover, we used the method of probability decomposition to split up LTPginto the fraction caused by the prediction of the next tag (ftag), the prediction of the next



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 73Tag Description Fraction of LTPN noun 0.16AT article 0.13IN preposition 0.12V verb 0.08P pronoun 0.07NP proper noun 0.05, comma 0.05JJ adjective 0.05. period 0.05BE forms of to be 0.04Table 4.3: The ten tags of the preceding word causing the biggest fraction of the LTP whenthe tagset with 42 tags is usedg ng LTPg avgg ftag fword frestN 4229 �2:1 � 104 -4.9 0.48 0.46 0.06AT 2448 �1:7 � 104 -6.9 0.29 0.61 0.10IN 2925 �1:6 � 104 -5.3 0.43 0.48 0.09Table 4.4: A detailed analysis of the three tags causing the highest fraction of LTPword given its tag (fword) and the rest (frest). frest contains for example the prediction ofunknown words. These three values are shown in column four, �ve and six in table 4.4.We can see that the tag N causes the largest fraction of LTP because it occurs veryoften. Even though it is relatively easy to predict the next word given that the last tag wasN(avgN is the highest), this is more than compensated by its frequency of occurrence. Whenpredicting the next word, about the same fraction of LTP is coming from the prediction ofthe next tag (ftag) and the prediction of the next word given its tag (fword).The tag AT occurs far less frequently, but predicting the next word knowing that thelast tag was AT is very di�cult (avgAT is the lowest). Moreover, we can see from columnsfour and �ve that it is the prediction of the next word given its tag (fword) that accountsfor most of the LTP (61%). This is because articles are often followed by so called openclass words. Open class words are words like verbs or nouns which belong to a class witha very large, almost unlimited number of members. This contrasts with closed class wordslike articles, which belong to a class with a very small, predetermined number of members.Because the prediction of the actual word given its class is very di�cult for open classwords, they account for a large fraction of LTP and the same is true of tags who can often



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 74g fLTP ng LTPg avggN 0.24 517 �5:0 � 103 -9.7IN 0.24 1479 �5:0 � 103 -3.4V 0.11 222 �2:3 � 103 -9.6, 0.05 447 �1:0 � 103 -2.37. 0.05 520 �1:0 � 103 -2.0Table 4.5: The �ve tags causing the highest fraction of LTP given that the last tag was Nbe followed by open class words (because predicting the next word is very hard, if the nextword belongs to an open class).The tag IN is more similar to the tagN in its behavior. It accounts for a large fraction ofthe LTP because it occurs quite frequently (more often than the tag AT ), but the predictionof the next word given that the last tag is IN is easier than for the tag AT (avgIN is higher).Moreover, we can see from table 4.4 that ftag is highest if the last word was a noun.Why is it so di�cult to predict the next tag in this particular context? In order to answerthis question, we looked at the tags that follow N and the �ve tags causing most of theLTP are shown in table 4.5. For each tag g, we give the fraction of LTP (fLTP ), giventhat the last tag was N , it causes, the number ng of times g occurred after N , the LTPcaused by the prediction of the word with tag g given that the last tag was N (LTPg) andthe average LTP per word given that the last tag was N (avgg). We can see that there is awide range of tags that frequently follow nouns. Given a noun, it is indeed hard to predictwhat the next tag will be. Information, that would for example allow us to predict betterwhich of the three most important tags will come next, would therefore be very useful inimproving the model.From the more detailed analysis based on table 4.4, we can see that the contexts causingthe largest fraction of LTP are the ones that occur very frequently or that are often followedby open class words.We can also see from table 4.3, that the �rst four tags account for 49% of the LTP . Inother words, about 49% of the LTP is caused by a fraction of roughly 442 � 0:10 of the tags.In general, Figure 4.5 shows the relationship between the fraction of LTP and the fractionof tags causing this fraction of LTP . The graph shows clearly that a small number of tagscauses a large fraction of LTP and that a large number of tags only causes a small fractionof LTP . Qualitatively, this kind of graph occurs very often in natural language processingand it is a typical example of a Zipf distribution ([158]). Other quantities having similar



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 75
00.20.40.60.81
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1fractionoftags fraction of LTP

134 tags 3
3 3 3 3 3 33 3 3 333 3 3 3

388 tags �
� � � � � � � � �� � � � �

�42 tags s
s s s s s s s s s s s s s s24 tags bb b b b b b b b b b b b
Figure 4.5: fraction of LTP caused by fraction of tagsdistributions can be found at almost all levels of language ranging from the phoneme tothe sentence ([3], [4]). One can argue that the Zip�an nature of the graph shows that thetags are not well suited for a language modeling task. There is really not much point indi�erentiating among most of the 50% of the tags that only account for 10% of the LTP .In this section, we have shown on which contexts we should concentrate our e�orts toimprove our bi-pos model. These contexts are the points in the text where the precedingword was a noun, an article or a preposition. The advantage of knowing these contexts isthat we can now look at each one of them in turn in order to analyze why the predictionof the following word is so di�cult (see for example 4.5) and we can then try to improveour model on this speci�c point. It is clear that solving such a speci�c problem is mucheasier than trying to somehow improve the language model in general. However, we willnot explore this issue any further at this point, mainly because we have already shown theusefulness of identifying weaknesses by showing how it reduces the size of the problem athand. Moreover, the additional understanding of the model obtained from this detailedanalysis also shows the usefulness of the central idea of this thesis, the identi�cation andanalysis of weaknesses of language models.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 76unknown word model total LTP LTP (unknown) LTP (unknown)/LTPM1 -1.30e+05 -7.78e+03 0.0599M4 -2.51e+05 -1.29e+05 0.514Table 4.6: LTP caused by unknown words when model M1 and M4 are used4.3.2 Unknown WordsWe will now move to the second weakness, the prediction of unknown words.On page 69, we derive the formula of the bi-pos model we use. Our model gives a constantprobability to unknown words and this is di�erent from the rest of the model, which usesthe bi-pos formula. This prompted us to measure how much impact this separate part ofthe model, which is only used for unknown words, has on the overall performance.In order to measure the impact of unknown words, we group the elements of the sumin equation 3.3, page 36 into two groups, the terms that correspond to unknown words andthe rest. We calculate each sum separately and measure the fraction of the LTP causedby unknown words. The result (shown in table 4.6) is that the unknown words account forapproximately 6% of the total LTP , independent of the tagset used, since the probabilitygiven to unknown words does not depend on the number of tags. If we use a di�erent modelfor the unknown words, namely the model M4 from section 4.2.1, this fraction is as high as51%. As in the preceding section, we have now identi�ed a speci�c weakness, the modelingof unknown words. We now proceed with trying to �nd ways of improving the model withrespect to this particular problem.The current model gives a constant probability to unknown words, independent of thecurrent context or the most likely tag of the next word. However, it is clear that theprobability of the next word being unknown depends on the hypothesized tag for the nextword. For example, it is clear intuitively that if the next word is an open class word, theword is much more likely to be unknown. Hence, rather than havingP (w[i] = wljw[i� 1]) = d2 if wl 62 V ;we would now like to make d2 depend on the supposed tag gj of the next word. This leads toa formula similar to the part of the model that deals with words in the vocabulary: �rst, wepredict a likely next tag (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1]))+ c2), then we predict an unknownword give this tag (dgj). This leads to the following formula:P (w[i] = wljw[i� 1])



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 77number of tags old model new model improvement24 265 229 0.1442 259 218 0.1688 249 196 0.21134 243 192 0.21Table 4.7: The perplexity of the old and the new model= 8>>>>><>>>>>: Pgj2G[(1� u � d1 � dgj)(c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)�f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj)] if wl 2 V and wl was seend1 if wl 2 V but wl unseenPgj2G dgj � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2) if wl 62 VWe can also explain this modeling of unknown words by saying that the unknown wordis a word of the vocabulary that can appear with all tags. We can estimate the values dgjof formula 4.7 from the training text using the same technique that was used to estimate d2(see page 61). We used Turing's formula again and estimated dgj as the number of uniquewords with tag gj over the number of words with tag gj. We show in Appendix C that thesum of the probabilities is still equal to one.The perplexity of the new model is shown in Table 4.7. First, we can see that theimprovement is substantial for all sets of tags, ranging between 14% and 21%. Second, theimprovement increases when the number of tags increases. This is because for each tag,we have a di�erent distribution for unknown words. As the number of tags increases, thedistributions of unknown words can become more and more speci�c.In this section, we identi�ed another weakness of our bi-pos model, the modeling ofunknown words. We then improved our model with respect to this particular weaknessby developing a new modeling for unknown words. In this new model, the probability ofseeing an unknown word depends on the context (like the prediction of vocabulary words),in particular, on the hypothesized tag for the next word. This resulted in an improvementin performance ranging between 14% and 21%, depending on the number of tags used.Finding a new modeling of unknown words, which results in a signi�cant improvement, is animportant result by itself. But equally important for us is that it shows that the identi�cationof a weakness is, at least in this case, a �rst step in improving our model. Furthermore, in thisconcrete example, the identi�cation of a weakness does lead to a subsequent improvementof the model. This shows the usefulness of the central idea of this thesis, the identi�cation



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 78nb of tags unknown fact word pos24 0.06 0.01 0.58 0.3542 0.06 0.01 0.53 0.4088 0.06 0.01 0.45 0.48134 0.06 0.01 0.43 0.50Table 4.8: The LTP caused by di�erent components of the modeland analysis of weaknesses of language models.4.3.3 Di�erent ComponentsWe will now move to the third weakness, the prediction of a word given its tag.The bi-pos model from page 69 calculates the probabilities of words in a two step process.First, it calculates the probability of a tag; then, given the tag, it calculates the probabilityof a word. It seems natural to measure how much of the overall LTP is caused by each ofthese components of the model.To be more precise, using the method of probability decomposition introduced on page51, we measure the fraction of LTP caused by unknown words (d2), by the factor for knownwords (1� u � d1� d2), by the term for predicting the next tag (p(g(w[i])jg(w[i� 1]))), andby the term for predicting the next words given its tag (p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]))). Recall frompage 69 that unseen words are words of the vocabulary that do not occur in the trainingtext. Since we �xed our vocabulary based on the 50,000 words of text used to train themodel, all words of the vocabulary do appear in the training text. Hence, there are nounseen words and unseen words do not account for any fraction of LTP . We therefore donot have a column for unseen words in table 4.8. However, the fraction of LTP each othercomponent causes is shown in table 4.8.A �rst observation is that the LTP tends to shift from the word column to the poscolumn as the number of tags increases. This is very understandable. If we have only 24tags, it is much easier to predict which one of them will appear next than if we have 42 tags.By the same token, if we have only 24 tags, more words will belong to each tag and it isharder to predict the word given the tag than if we use 42 tags. In general, as the numberof tags increases, the prediction of the next tag will be much harder, but given the tag ofthe next word, it will be easier to predict the actual word.A second observation from table 4.8 is that the prediction of the next word, given its



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 79tag, is a very important part of the bi-pos model, at least when we consider the amount ofLTP caused by each part. Depending on the number of tags used, it accounts for between35% and 58% of the LTP . This is more than the prediction of the next part of speech when24 and 42 tags were used. Hence, the prediction of the words given the tag is at least asimportant as predicting the next tag and this is a very important fact to note for futureresearch.The observation that the prediction of the next word, given its tag, is very important alsosheds a di�erent light on using probabilistic context free grammars for language modeling.Recently, a number of researchers have investigated the use of probabilistic context freegrammars (PCFG's) or stochastic context free grammars (SCFG's) ([89], [24], [64], [91],[92], [114], [157], [128]) for language models. The use of these grammars can lead to betterlanguage modeling by improving the prediction of the next tag. However, the problem ofpredicting the actual word given its tag will remain. Furthermore, these grammars rely onthe same mechanisms for estimating the probabilities of words, given their tags, and thereis therefore no reason to believe that these grammars will do better at this prediction thanstandard N-pos models. Hence, trying to improve the prediction of the word given its tag isan important research area, independent of the kind of model used to predict the tag, e.g.N-pos or PCFG.How could one go about improving this weakness, the prediction p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]) =gj) of the next word given its tag? In order to answer this question, we will �rst take a closerlook at p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]) = gj) by examining which tags gj which account for most ofthe LTP caused by this factor (LTPword). For each tag g, we will look at the number ng oftimes g is the tag of a vocabulary word 4, the LTP caused by the prediction of these wordsgiven that their tag is g (LTPg), the average LTP of these words (avgg), the fraction fgof LTPword caused by each tag and the fraction fg(total) of the total LTP caused by eachtag. These numbers are given in table 4.9.We can see that it is a lot harder to predict the word given its tag if the tag is an openclass tag (low avgg for N; V; JJ). The only tag that is not an open class tag in the table isthe tag IN (preposition). Even though it is relatively easy to predict the preposition (e.g.high avgIN), it causes a large fraction of LTP because it occurs more than twice as oftenas for example the following tag JJ (adjectives).4We do not want unknown words to inuence the analysis of how di�cult it is to predict the word giventhe tag.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 80g ng LTPg avgg fg fg(total)N 3201 �2:4 � 104 -7.4 0.35 0.18V 1620 �1:1 � 104 -6.5 0.15 0.081IN 2406 �6:1 � 103 -2.5 0.09 0.047JJ 939 �6:0 � 103 -6.4 0.09 0.047Table 4.9: A detailed analysis of p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]) = gj) for the four tags causing thehighest fraction of LTPIn the light of these results, how can we improve p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]) = gj)? Thecurrent model has only one distribution for each gj . However, it seems clear from ourintuition that this probability depends on context in the same manner as the predictionof p(g(w[i])jg(w[i� 1])). As an example, in the context \Peter talked to the NOUN", theoverall frequency of nouns is not a good indicator for the likelihood of appearance of a nounin this particular context. Nouns like \money", that people usually do not talk to, are veryunlikely to appear. The information useful in predicting p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i])) could beentirely di�erent from the information used for predicting p(g(w[i])jg(w[i�1])). We will tryto improve this particular weakness in the next section (section 4.4).In this section, we used the method of probability decomposition introduced on page51 to measure the impact of di�erent components of our bi-pos model on the overall per-formance. We have shown that the prediction of the next word, given its tag is at least asimportant as the prediction of the next part of speech. Again, this information is helpfulfor future work because it identi�es a weakness of the model. Moreover, this information isnot only useful for improving our bi-pos model, but it also shows that the recent interestin probabilistic context free grammars as language models does not address an importantpart of the model at all. The prediction of the word given its tag therefore is an importantarea of research, even if entirely di�erent models, e.g probabilistic context free grammars,are used to predict the next tag. These results show again the usefulness of our de�nitionof a weakness and of the central idea of this thesis, the analysis of weaknesses of languagemodels, in general.4.4 The Generalized N -pos ModelIn the last section (section 4.3.3), we identi�ed the prediction of p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i])) asone of the weaknesses. In this section, we will try to improve this weakness by introducing



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 81the generalized N -pos model. We will �rst describe the idea behind the generalized N -posmodel in section 4.4.1, followed by preliminary experiments that show its usefulness as aframework which can incorporate many kinds of linguistic information.4.4.1 Introducing the Generalized N-pos ModelWe can introduce a more general N -pos model by generalizing the following two aspects ofthe N-gram and N-pos models. First, rather than having distributions based on the lastword or the last tag, we can base these distributions on any information about the wordsseen so far. We will code this information by a variable X . For example, X could standfor the last word, in which case X would range over all possible words of the vocabulary.Or X could stand for the state of a simple parser and we could thus make the distributionsdepend on that information. The second aspect that is being generalized relates to the N-pos model, in which the probability of the next word is made dependent on the hypothesizedtag alone (e.g. p(w[i] = wl(i)jg(w[i]) = gj)). It is clear intuitively that the frequencies ofnouns also vary signi�cantly with the context. The example we already used in the previoussection (section 4.3.3) is that in the context \ Peter talked to the NOUN", the nouns thatpeople usually talk to are more likely to appear. Moreover, out intuition indicates that theimmediate context of the NOUN, e.g. the words \to the", do not constrain the choice ofpossible nouns as much as the fact that NOUN is being talked to by Peter. In other words,even though the immediately preceding word is very useful in predicting the next tag, itseems likely that the information useful in predicting the actual noun is further away fromthe word to predict. This is for example mentioned in [36, p.187]) and [14]. Our generalizedmodel should therefore allow the prediction of the actual word to depend on contextualinformation and it should be possible for this information to be di�erent from the one usedto predict the next tag.Now that we have seen the intuitive idea behind our generalized model, we will presentit in more detail. The probability of a sequence of words W will again be decomposed as aproduct of probabilities of each word (see equation 2.5):p(W ) = i=nYi=1 p(w[i] = wl(i)jw[1 : i� 1]): (4.7)Then the probability of each word will be modeled asp(w[i] = wl(i)jw[1 : i� 1]) = p(w[i] = wljX1; :::; Xr+s)



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 82= Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gj jX1; :::; Xr) � p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj ; Xr+1; :::; Xr+s)where the Xj 's, 1 � j � r + s, denote variables coding some information available fromthe words w1; :::; wi�1 seen so far. It is important to verify that the resulting probabilitiesconstitute a probability distribution. In other words, we have to ensure thatXw2V p(w[i] = wjX1; :::; Xr+s) = 1: (4.8)At a given point in the sentence, all the Xj's have a certain �xed value. If the two componentprobabilities are true probability distributions for all combinations of values of Xj (and thisis ensured if they are constructed as usual from frequency counts), we will show in AppendixD that the sum will indeed be one.The amount of training data needed by the generalized N -pos model depends of courseon the knowledge encoded by the di�erent variables. We therefore can not make any generalstatement with respect to the amount of training data needed. But as we will see, the modelcan reduce to theN -grammodel or the N -pos model and the amount of training data neededin these cases will be similar to the training data required by the N -gram or N -pos model.We will now show that the generalized model reduces to N-gram and N-pos model fora particular choice of variables Xj. If we chose s = 0; r = N � 1 and Xj = g(wi�j); j =1; :::; N � 1, then the generalized N-pos model reduces to the standard N-pos model. Asshown in Appendix E, it will also reduce to the N-gram model for r = N � 1; Xr+j = Xj =wi�j ; j = 1; :::; N � 1. For other choices of the variables, we obtain models that can't beconstructed from N-gram or N-pos. This shows that it is a true generalization. Furthermore,some of the variables could code linguistically relevant facts extending over a longer distancein the sentence, e.g. the subject of the sentence or the fact whether the verb is transitive.It therefore is a framework that allows more general linguistic knowledge to be captured.These points show the theoretical potential of the generalized N-pos model as a framework.However, from a practical point of view, the generalized N-pos model is only useful ifwe �nd sources of information for the variables Xj that actually help improve the qualityof the model signi�cantly. What information should the variables actually capture in orderto improve the quality of the model? The lack of an answer to this question corresponds toa lack of knowledge in this area. A lot of work needs to be done in order to �nd out whatkind of information is useful for this purpose. In the next section (section 4.4.2), we presenta small step in that direction by describing the information we experimented with so far.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 83In the next chapter (chapter 5), we discuss what knowledge might be useful for languagemodels in general.4.4.2 Using the Generalized N-pos ModelIn the usual bi-pos model, the probability distribution for p(w[i]jg(w[i]) = Noun) is con-structed by counting the number of occurrences of each noun in the training text. As seenin section 2.4, an estimate for the probability of a particular noun w is then obtained bydividing the number of times w occurred as a noun by the total number of noun occur-rences. The probability distribution obtained in this manner can then be used to calculatethe probabilities of words in a testing text.In all the experiments described here, we construct one other distribution on top of theone just mentioned. A variable X with two values (\general" and \speci�c") is updated aswe move through training or testing text. We will see later in exactly which situation wewill have X = general and X = specific. Intuitively, we will have X = specific only ifwe are in a very speci�c context, e.g. if the current noun phrase was introduced with thepreposition \during". In all other situations, we will have X = general. After having readthe training text, we count how often each noun occurred when X had the value \speci�c".We then construct a speci�c probability distribution by dividing the number of times eachnoun occurred with X = specific by the total number of times we had X = specific.When we go through the testing text, we use the normal distribution when X = general,but the speci�c distribution when X = specific. We thus replace p(w[i]jg(w[i]) = Noun)by p(w[i]jg(w[i]) = Noun;X), where X has two possible values.Please note that this is not the same as having two separate tags, say Noun-generaland Noun-speci�c. Having two separate tags would also change the factor p(g(w[i]) =gj jg(w[i�N+1 : i�1])), requiring many more separate distributions. Using p(w[i]jg(w[i]) =Noun;X), however, allows us to have a �ner distinction for the prediction of the actual word,while still preserving the same level of abstraction for the prediction of the next tag.Before we describe what information is coded by X , we would like to address the issue ofsmoothing again. The normal noun distribution is a typical example of a Zipf distribution([158]). A very small number of words occur very often and a very large number of wordsoccur very rarely. As an example, we show the fraction of nouns that occur less thanx; 1 � x � 20; times in our 50,000 words of training text in �gure 4.6. We can see thatmore than 50% of the nouns occur only once. If we construct the speci�c distribution in
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Figure 4.6: Fraction of nouns occurring less than x times in textthe manner described above, many words will not have occurred with X = specific, andthey would get a zero probability. In order to avoid that, we obtain a combined distributionpcomb(w[i]jg(w[i]) = gj) by smoothing the speci�c distribution with the normal distributionin the following mannerpcomb(w[i]jjg(w[i]) = gj) = �p(w[i]jg(w[i]) = gj) + (1� �)p(w[i]jg(w[i]) = gj ; X = specific):Rather than using deleted interpolation ([66]) to determine the best value for �, we tried� = 0:1; 0:2; :::; 0:9 and used the value of � that gives the best performance on the testingtext.Experiment 1: X indicates whether the noun is likely to be singular. Initially, X isset to \general". If we come across \this", \a" or \an" in the text, the following nounis likely to be singular and X is set to \speci�c". X retains this value as long as we arelikely to not have �nished this noun phrase and is then reset to general. We did not havea parsed corpus available and used very primitive techniques to decide what constitutes anoun phrase. Roughly, we considered the noun phrase to be ongoing as long as we encounteradjectives, adverbs or nouns.Experiment 2: X was used to indicate whether the noun phrase was preceded by the



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 85Exp. nb. words in S perpl. on S speci�c perpl on S improv. on SExp1 479 1665 1428 0.178Exp2 16 469 396 0.156Exp3 237 1365 1394 -0.021Table 4.10: Results on the subset S of words where X=speci�cpreposition \during". We used the same mechanism as above to determine the boundariesof a noun phrase.Experiment 3: With a very low probability, X was randomly set to speci�c. This exper-iment was performed to see whether a random choice for the value of X would lead to animprovement.Experiments one and two make the distribution depend on information that can beseveral words away, depending on the length of the noun phrase. This shows that the gener-alized N -pos model is a framework that can incorporate linguistically relevant information,independent of its distance to the current word. 5The resulting change in perplexity on all the approximately 25,000 words of testing textis 0.031, 0.00012 and -0.0021 for the three experiments. The change is very small and this isdue to the fact that the speci�c distribution was used only a very small number of times (e.g.X = specific in the testing text). We therefore measured the improvement in perplexityonly on the words that actually used the speci�c distribution (denoted with S for subsetin the table 4.10). We can see that the improvement in these cases is signi�cant, especiallywhen compared to experiment 3 where X was set randomly.A more detailed analysis of the 479 cases of experiment 1 shows that in 195 cases(approx. 41%), the probability assigned to the word using the speci�c distribution wasactually lower than the one from the general distribution. These were words that did notoccur with X = specific during training, but occurred with X = specific during testing.According to the speci�c distribution, they would get the probability zero, but thanks to theinterpolation, they get a probability between zero and the value of the general distribution.5However, the linguistic information captured by the variables should depend on the context. If it doesnot, then the information will be the same in all contexts and it will therefore not change the probabilitydistributions. As an example, take the fact that the subject is often followed by a verb. We could try touse this to increase the probabilities of verbs after we have seen a subject (assuming for the sake of thisargument, that we can identify subjects). Even though one could think that this is a context independentstatement, it does depend on the context in the sense used here: if we have seen a subject, then we willincrease the probability of verbs; if we have not seen a subject, we won't. The fact that we will increase theprobability of verbs therefore depends on the current context.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 86This interpolated value will always be less or equal to that of the general distribution (equalif � = 1) and this is why we actually do worse when using the speci�c distribution for thesewords.The critical issue in these experiments is that of capturing semantic restrictions onpossible nouns based on context. How much of this can we capture by a purely distributionalanalysis? Can we somehow estimate a separate distribution for each Xj and then combinethem meaningfully so that we will not have to estimate a separate distribution for eachpossible combination of values of the Xj 's? These are important questions that we willaddress in the next chapter (chapter 5).As stated in section 4.4.1, we had two reasons for introducing the more general model.One was to improve the quality of the language model, the other to capture linguisticallyor intuitively more satisfying information. We showed that the generalized N-pos modelis a framework that can indeed incorporate linguistic information several words away andwe thereby achieve the second goal. The �rst goal of reducing the perplexity has not beenachieved on an overall level. However, the small overall improvement does not reect thecapabilities of the generalized N -pos model, but the usefulness of the very simple knowledgesource we used. Moreover, the experiments performed show the signi�cant reduction inperplexity in the cases where the generalized model was actually used. Further researchneeds to �nd other sources of information that are useful in reducing the perplexity in alarger number of cases and this issue will be addressed in chapter 5. These could thenbe added to the generalized N -pos model in the same manner, leading to a bigger overallimprovement. Thus, the existence of knowledge that can reduce the perplexity in a largenumber of cases will ultimately decide on the practical usefulness of the generalized N -posmodel. But this applies to any model that tries to incorporate more knowledge. If thereis no knowledge that will reduce the perplexity in a large number of cases, then the modelwill not lead to a signi�cant improvement.4.5 SummaryIn this chapter, we applied the central idea of this thesis, our technique of identifyingweaknesses of a language model, to a commonly used bi-pos language model, reported theresults, and thus showed the usefulness of performing analysis of weaknesses of languagemodels.



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 87We started by choosing the Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen corpus and the bi-pos model for ourwork and we veri�ed that the 50,000 words of the corpus we use as training data is su�cientto train our model. The fact that the performance of our model initially decreased with anincrease in training data prompted a discussion of the issue of a sample space, the set of allpossible events considered by a model. We noted that it is not meaningful to compare twolanguage models with the perplexity measure if they di�er in their underlying sample spaces.Yet language models are usually compared with the perplexity measure, even though theydo sometimes di�er in their sample spaces due to di�erent vocabularies or due to di�erentways of dealing with unknown words. One way to solve this problem is to agree on a commonvocabulary. But if this is not possible, we propose to use the adjusted perplexity measureAPP . It is a exible way of making the results more comparable, even if the underlyingsample spaces are not identical.We then applied the idea of identifying weaknesses of a language model to our bi-posmodel and reported the following results:1) We identi�ed three weaknesses, the prediction of words in a very small number ofcontexts, the prediction of unknown words, and the prediction of words given theirpart of speech. We thus gained considerable additional insight into the model. Thisinsight is helpful in improving our model, but it is also relevant to other languagemodels. The last weakness, in particular, is important with respect to the recentinterest in probabilistic context free grammars as language models. Even thoughprobabilistic context free grammars might improve the prediction of the next partof speech, they are unlikely to improve the prediction of the word given the part ofspeech. They therefore do not address this important weakness at all.2) We improved one of the weaknesses, the prediction of unknown words, by introduc-ing a new model for unknown words. This lead to an improvement in the model'sperformance ranging between 14% and 21%.3) In order to address the third weakness, the prediction of words given their part ofspeech, we developed the generalized N -pos model. It can incorporate linguistic in-formation, even if it extends over many words. Also, the information used for theprediction of the word given the part of speech in this model can be di�erent from theinformation used to predict the part of speech. It is important that the model allowsfor this because even though the immediate context (e.g. the two or three preceding



CHAPTER 4. ANALYZING AND IMPROVING A BI-POS LANGUAGE MODEL 88words) contains a lot of information about the part of speech of the next word, we canargue that useful semantic information that restricts the actual word may be furtheraway.With these results, we have shown the usefulness of our de�nition of weaknesses and ofanalyzing weaknesses of a language models in general.



Chapter 5Adding Linguistic Knowledge toLanguage ModelsIn the previous chapter, one of the weaknesses of our model prompted the development ofthe generalized N -pos model as a framework that can incorporate knowledge into languagemodels. In this chapter, we will address the issue of adding knowledge in more generalterms. We begin by giving reasons for wanting to add knowledge to language models (section5.1). We then develop criteria to select knowledge that will be useful for a language model(section 5.2). We conclude this chapter by reviewing methods for combining di�erent typesof knowledge in a language model (section 5.3).5.1 Reasons for Adding Linguistic Knowledge to LanguageModelsWhy do we want to add more knowledge to language models than current models contain?We see the following three reasons for attempting to add knowledge. First, we would like toimprove the performance of existing models. Our hope is that adding knowledge will leadto improved performance. Second, adding more knowledge may well become a necessityin the future. Current speech recognizers achieve an acceptable recognition rate partlybecause they work in a constrained domain with a limited vocabulary. As we move to moregeneral domains with larger vocabularies, the complexity of the recognition task and thenumber of acoustically confusable alternatives increases. A language model incorporating89



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 90a broader range of linguistic knowledge sources could rule out many of these hypotheses,thereby helping to cope with the additional complexity. Third, adding knowledge is moresatisfying than sticking to existing models on psychological grounds because humans seem touse other knowledge to predict a word than the knowledge used by current models, namelythe immediately preceding two or three words. \This does not make sense!" is a reactionwe often have when we look at the sentence a speech recognizer deems the most likely to bespoken. Subject and verb do not agree, prepositions are not where they should be, the verbis missing entirely or a certain combination of words is semantically incorrect. Two examplesof such obviously incorrect sentences are shown below. They are taken from a recognitionsession of the SPHINX system (see [95, p.161,p.165]) in which a bi-gram language modelis used. These utterances were from the resource management task ([118]), which uses aconstrained syntax for inquiring about naval resources. For both examples, we will give theutterance spoken as well as the recognized sentence:Correct: Is the economic speed of apalachicola less than that of the brunswickBi-gram: Whose economic speech of apalachicola less than that of the brunswickCorrect: On what day could dubuque arrive in port at his maximum sustained speedBi-gram: What would it take dubuque arrive in port at his maximum sustained speedIn these examples and in many other cases, humans seem to notice almost without e�ort theconstraints violated by the proposed output. Adding these constraints to a speech recognizeris therefore a very natural and tempting endeavour.Once we have decided to add linguistic knowledge to a language model, two questionscome to mind. First, what knowledge should we try to add? Second, how can we combinethe di�erent types of knowledge in a language model? In the following two sections, we willdeal with each question in turn. 15.2 What Knowledge Should We Add?In linguistics, knowledge about language can be divided into phonetics, phonology, prosody,morphology, syntax, semantics and pragmatics. The acoustic model of a speech recognizercaptures some of the phonological knowledge and the part unique to speech recognition, thesignal processing. Morphology, syntax, semantics and pragmatics could all be included inthe language model. Therefore, from an abstract point of view, there is a very wide range1The related question of how to obtain and to encode the knowledge is addressed in the �rst section.



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 91Type of Task-dependent Conversation-dependent Speaker-dependent Analysis-dependentknowledge knowledge knowledge knowledge knowledgePragmatic and A priori semantic Concept subselection Psychological Concept subselectionSemantic knowledge about the based on conversation model of the user based on partialtask domain sentence recognitionSyntactic Grammar for the Grammar subselection Grammar subselection Grammar subselectionlanguage based on topic based on speaker based on partialphrase recognitionLexical Size and confusability Vocabulary sub- Vocabulary sub- Vocabulary subselectionof the vocabulary selection based selection and ordering based on segmentalon topic based on speaker featurespreferencePhonemic and Characteristics of Contextual Dialectal variations Phonemic subselectionphonetic phones and phonemes variability in of the speaker based on segmentalof the language phonemic character- featuresisticsParametric and A priori knowledge Adaptive noise Variations resulting Parameter trackingacoustic about the transducer normalization from the size and based on previouscharacteristics shape of vocal tract parametersTable 5.1: Di�erent Types of Knowledge (taken from Reddy and Newell)of knowledge that we could incorporate into a language model. Which knowledge shouldwe add?For speech recognition, the knowledge has been classi�ed in [120] according to two di-mensions: the level described by the knowledge (e.g. parametric, phonemic, lexical, etc.)and its range of validity across di�erent situations (e.g. a priori knowledge, task dependentknowledge, conversation dependent etc.). This classi�cation is shown in table 5.1. One cansee that most of the knowledge of the two lower rows (e.g. parametric and phonemic) iscaptured, at least partially, by the acoustic model (e.g hidden Markov model). But all theother types of knowledge could potentially be useful for a language model. Which knowledgeshould we try to add?To address this question, we will �rst present possible criteria for selecting useful knowl-edge (section 5.2.1). Then, to give a structure to the space of possibly useful knowledge,we will propose a classi�cation of possibly useful knowledge (section 5.2.2). Finally, we willshow for a concrete example how the criteria from section 5.2.1 can be used to decide aboutits usefulness (section 5.2.3).5.2.1 Criteria for Selecting Useful KnowledgeRather than giving a necessarily incomplete list of useful knowledge, we will discuss somecriteria that we think can be used to identify useful knowledge. For each criterion, we alsosuggest how we can evaluate a given type of knowledge with respect to the criterion:1) Restrictions of Possible Choices. The knowledge must frequently be able to restrictthe choice of words in a sentence. If this is not the case, it will not improve the



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 92quality of the language model, at least not with respect to the standard measureused to evaluate language models (see section 3.2.1). In order to �nd out whether agiven type of knowledge restricts the possible choices of words, we can for exampleuse introspection. Do humans often seem to use the knowledge to restrict the choiceof words Does the knowledge create strong expectations about the words to come?However, we have to be careful in using introspection. A point often made by Jelinekand others (see for example [85]) is that intuitive judgments have often been misleadingin the area of language models. It is always important to verify these intuitions withreal data and to have the parameters of the model be trained rather than determined byhand. We can formalize the restriction of possible choices using information theory.This is for example done in [122] to de�ne the strength of the selection restrictionbetween predicates and arguments in terms of relative entropy. We can use the samemethod to measure the extent to which a given type of knowledge restricts a wordthat occurs later.Let X denote a random variable encoding the knowledge under investigation andranging over the set fx1; :::; xmg. X can for example encode the fact that the subjectof the current sentence is animate or not. Let Y denote another random variableencoding the identity of the word that is being restricted by X and ranging over theset fy1; :::; ylg. Y can for example encode the identity of the verb in the sentence, inwhich case the set of possible values would be the set of all possible verbs. We cannow measure the restriction X imposes on Y by looking at the di�erence between theprior distribution p(Y ) and the posterior distribution p(Y jxi). An appropriate wayof measuring this di�erence is to use the relative entropy D(p(Y jxi); p(Y )), which isde�ned as D(p(Y jxi); p(Y )) =Xyj p(yj jxi)log p(yjjxi)p(yj) : (5.1)If we rewrite equation 5.1 asD(p(Y jxi); p(Y )) =Xyj p(yj jxi)[log 1p(yj) � log 1p(yjjxi)]; (5.2)we can see that the relative entropy measures in fact the average di�erence in infor-mation (see section 3.2.2) provided by the two distributions p(Y ) and p(Y jxi). Infact, the relative entropy is a measure for the amount of information provided aboutthe random variable Y (the word that will be restricted) by an event X = xi (the



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 93observation of one value for a type of knowledge). As mentioned in [122, p.58], it isdiscussed in [139] why this measure is the appropriate one to use in this case.Given the measure of relative entropy, we can now quantify how useful a certain typeof knowledge X is for the prediction of some words Y . 2 32) Error Analysis. There is not much point in adding knowledge that can improve theprediction of words that almost never occur or that only account for a tiny fractionof the overall performance measure. In order to �nd out whether a given type ofknowledge has a signi�cant impact on the overall quality, we can perform the followingsteps. First identify the word whose prediction will be improved by the knowledge.Second, use the technique of error analysis to determine the percentage of the LTP(see section 3.3) these words cause. If this fraction is not signi�cant then there isnot much point in adding this knowledge. This point is separate from criterion 1)for the following reason. Even if a type of knowledge X contains a lot of informationabout Y , the overall e�ect this has on the performance of the language model maybe insigni�cant (see for example our experiments with the generalized N -pos modelin section 4.4.2). For example, the gender of the subject and object in the previoussentence may have a signi�cant impact on the choice of pronouns in the subsequentsentence (e.g. he, she, it). However, if the LTP caused by all the pronouns is verysmall then improving the prediction will not lead to a signi�cant overall improvement.3) Computational E�ort. The language models discussed in this work (see section 2.3)are used together with the acoustic model to narrow down the search space. There-fore, many thousands of hypotheses need to be evaluated in a very short time. Thisplaces severe computational restrictions on the kind of analysis that can be used. Forexample, given the time required for parsing unrestricted English sentences using thecurrent technology, it seems unlikely that the language model could use a full parserfor unrestricted text. However, it is possible that future work, for example in the area2It would be very interesting to measure, for example, whether the amount of information a grammarprovides about the part of speech of the next word is signi�cantly higher than the amount of informationprovided by the immediately preceding parts of speech. This could help to explain why N -pos or N -grammodels are so very useful for language models and whether a parser has the potential to improve on this.3In order to decide the usefulness of a given type of knowledge, we can also measure the performance ofthe distribution p(Y jxi) on a testing text. The di�erence in the PP or LTP between the distribution p(Y )and p(Y jxi) will be a quantitative measure for how useful the knowledge X is. However, this means thatwe actually have to implement the knowledge X, but we are looking for criteria to select useful knowledgesources before implementing the more promising ones.



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 94of neural networks or partial parsing, might change this situation (see also p. 104).In order to determine the computational e�ort required for a given type of knowl-edge, we can use the standard techniques of analyzing the computational complexityof algorithms (see for example [53, chapter 12]), such as the theoretical worst timecomplexity of an algorithm. Moreover, if the given type of knowledge is also used inother areas (e.g. natural language processing), we can also use the actual time andspace requirements of an algorithm as it is reported in the literature.4) Knowledge Acquisition and Coding. For a general purpose language model, it isimportant that the knowledge can be acquired and coded for the use with unrestrictedtext. It may be possible to describe some knowledge (e.g. syntax) in terms of rulesacquired by hand. For others (e.g. semantics and pragmatics), this might be verydi�cult.As an example, consider the restrictions, often called selectional restrictions, a verbimposes on its direct objects, e.g. `to drink X'. One way of capturing this would beto organize objects in a hierarchy of types. We could imagine a type corresponding toall drinkable objects and we could then have the restriction that the direct object of`drink' belongs to that type. As pointed out in [19], there are two main problems withrespect to the task at hand. First, these type hierarchies are \large, complicated andexpensive to acquire by hand". Moreover, attempts at acquiring them automaticallyhave been only partially successful. \Yet without a comprehensive hierarchy, it isdi�cult to use such classi�cations in the processing of unrestricted text". Second,even if we had these type hierarchies, this would not be su�cient to predict patternsof usage in many cases. Even though peanuts and potatoes may be very similar andtherefore quite close to each other in the hierarchy (both are edible foods that growunderground), one typically `bakes potatoes' and `roasts peanuts'. A distribution-based analysis could capture these di�erences automatically and \promises to do betterat least on these two problems".On the other hand, such a hierarchy can allow generalizations that may be hard todescribe with a distributional analysis. In the above example, we might be able todiscover from a few data points (e.g. drink cola, drink beer, ...) that all direct objectsof `to drink' belong to the class of liquids or drinkables. We can then generalize thefact that the words actually seen are likely objects of `to drink' for all elements of



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 95this class. With a distributional analysis, many data points would be needed for eachelement of that class in order to obtain the same e�ect. This is because it can'tperform generalizations based on semantically meaningful classes.To �nd out whether a particular type of knowledge can be acquired and used withunrestricted text, we can either look through the existing literature or try to decideon the issue ourselves.5.2.2 Classi�cation of Possibly Useful KnowledgeIn the previous section, we saw di�erent criteria for judging the usefulness of a particulartype of knowledge. But to which types of knowledge are we going to apply these criteria?To all the potential sources of knowledge, e.g. morphology, syntax etc., mentioned on page90? To help answer this question, we will construct a classi�cation of all possible sourcesof knowledge in this section. Given this classi�cation, we can then keep track of where thedi�erent types of knowledge fall in the classi�cation, which parts of the classi�cation havebeen tried already and we can construct a mental image of the space of possible types ofknowledge.According to which measure are we going to classify our possible types of knowledge?The most important criterion that we will use to select useful knowledge is the �rst one givenin section 5.2.1, the restriction of possible choices. If a type of knowledge is not restrictingthe choice of possible words, it is not going to be useful for our task. Any knowledge that wewould want to consider therefore must have the property of restricting the choice of words.Thus, we will classify all possible types of knowledge with respect to this property, namelyaccording to the distance between the origin of the knowledge and the word it restricts.This guarantees that our classi�cation will contain all possibly useful types of knowledge.Moreover, we also �nd it intuitively appealing. We will now give the resulting classi�cation.For each class, we will describe an example of knowledge falling into the class. Furthermore,we will mention whether this class of knowledge has been used for language modeling:1) Knowledge whose constraints do not extend across sentences. One example is gram-matical knowledge. Current language models almost exclusively use knowledge fromthis class. Most often, the restriction of grammaticality is approximated by the con-straints provided by words from the immediate context, e.g. the two or three preced-ing words. Judging from the success of techniques using this immediate context , this



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 96must provide quite powerful constraints, especially for �xed word order languages likeEnglish.2) Knowledge whose constraints extend across sentences but remain within paragraphs.One example is the knowledge of the gender of a noun phrase. For example, the nounphrase \Mr. Baker" can not be referred to as \she" in a subsequent sentence. Recentlyused dynamic language models (see section 2.5.5) capture the fact that words are morelikely to appear again if they appeared before in the current paragraph.3) Knowledge whose constraints extend across paragraphs but not across documents.One example is the knowledge of the topic or content of the current paragraph. Withrespect to uses for language models, the remark of the previous class also applies here.4) Knowledge whose constraints extend across texts. One example is the knowledge ofa certain kind of vocabulary or style of writing. It has been shown (see for example[105], [68], [69]), that the language used in di�erent genres is quite di�erent and thisis actually used for a language model in [79].5.2.3 The Usefulness of Collocational ConstraintsIn the following, we will apply the above �ve criteria to identify useful knowledge fromsection 5.2.1 to the knowledge about collocational constraints. We will use the term collo-cation \quite broadly to include constraints on SVO (subject verb object) triples, phrasalverbs, compound noun phrases, and psycholinguistic notions of words association (e.g. doc-tor/nurse)" as suggested in [19, p.75]. We begin by reviewing work that suggests thatcollocational constraints are very frequent and important in language. This is taken asevidence that criteria one and two (see section 5.2.1) are partly satis�ed. However, it doesnot replace a study that actually measures this e�ect quantitatively as suggested in section5.2.1.In [76], G. Kjellmer classi�es combinations of words according to how much variabilitythey allow. The spectrum ranges from fossilized phrases (Anno Domini, aurora borealis) tosemi-fossilized phrases (by and by, by and large, Achilles heel, Achilles tendon) or idioms(have a weak/soft spot for, do badly/well for) to �nally variable phrases (glass of water, goto college, his approach to, to be appointed by). \So anyone who can be said to be pro�cientin a language has command of a great number of set phrases as well as skill in producing



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 97acceptable variants within the limits drawn up by the selectional rules" ([76, p.126]).In [77], words are analyzed with respect to their tendency to form clusters. \There isa continuum in English words (including names), from those whose contextual companyis entirely predictable (Angeles, Fidel) to those whose contextual company is entirely un-predictable (therefore), but the evidence indicates that most of the words are to be foundtowards the Angeles end of the scale" ([77, p.172]). 4In [2], a study of the phraseology of spoken English is motivated and presented. \Thenative speaker's ability to speak uently and idiomatically can thus be ascribed to hiscommand of a great number of such preassembled phrases. This means that linguisticcompetence must include a large and important phraseological component ... which acts asan elastic link between the lexicon and the productive rules of grammar" ([2, p.3]).In [136], the nature of lexical items and their relation to grammar is examined, and twoprinciples of interpretations are stated in order to explain how meaning arises from text:1) Principle of Choice. At each completion of a unit, a choice opens up and the onlyconstraint is grammaticality.2) Idiom Principle. A language user has a large number of semi-preconstructed phrasesthat constitute a single choice, even though it involves more words.It is argued that the second principle is at least as important as the �rst, and one of thereasons for this is the following. It is noted that the more frequent a word is, the less wellde�ned its meaning becomes. For the most frequent words, we are in fact talking aboutusages rather than meanings. This is called progressive delexicalization. Most normal textis made up of frequent words and of the frequent senses of less frequent words. This showsthat normal text is often delexicalized and it shows the use of the idiom principle.In [121], `frameworks' are proposed in order to explain language patterning. It is arguedthat frameworks are very productive and therefore deserve closer examination. The exam-ined frameworks are discontinuous but do not extend over more than three words and cantherefore be captured in a traditional N-gram model. Nevertheless, the idea of a frameworkcould be extended to capture constructs that extend across this local context and couldtherefore not be captured by a N -gram approach.4Even though the immediate context can be captured well with for example a tri-gram model, it requiresenormous amounts of data. Moreover, restrictions that extend over more than the two preceding words arenot captured.



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 98In [19], the usefulness of collocational constraints for natural language parsers is ex-amined. The constraints provided by syntax as opposed to collocations are described asfollows: \Syntactic constraints, by themselves, though are probably not very impor-tant. Any psycholinguist knows that the inuence of syntax lexical retrieval isso subtle that you have to control very carefully for all the factors that reallymatter (e.g., word frequency, word association norms, etc.). On the other hand,collocational factors (word associations) dominate syntactic ones so much thatyou can easily measure the inuence of word frequency and word associationnorms on lexical retrieval without careful controls for syntax" ([19, pp.79-80]).However, syntax may be necessary to capture stronger constraints. \We be-lieve that syntax will ultimately be a very important source of constraint, butin a more indirect way. As we have been suggesting, the real constraints willcome from word frequencies and collocational constraints, but these questionswill probably need to be broken out by syntactic context. How likely is it forthis noun to conjoin with that noun? Is this noun a typical subject of that verb?And so on. In this way, syntax plays a crucial role in providing the relevantrepresentation for expressing these very important constraints, but crucially, itdoes not provide very much useful constraint (in the information theoretic sense)all by itself." ([19, p.80])In [122], the notion of selectional restriction (see page 94) is formalized. This is achievedby using an information-theoretic measure and it leads to the following interpretation ofselection constraints: \the strength of a predicate's selection for an argument is identi�edwith the quantity of information it carries about that argument" ([122, p.iv]). This allowsus to measure quantitatively the strength of a selectional restriction. Using a manually con-structed hierarchy of words ([107], [8]), this notion of selection restriction is used to performsyntactic disambiguation of prepositional phases, coordination and nominal compounds.The information in selectional restriction must therefore be strong enough to perform thisdisambiguation.Having seen evidence that collocational constraints satisfy the �rst two criteria of section5.2.1, we now briey address the third and fourth criterion.With respect to the third criterion, computational e�ciency, we note that since some of



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 99the collocational constraints require the identi�cation of subject, verb and object, a parserseems to be needed. As pointed out in section 5.2.1, it is very unlikely that we will beable to use a full parser for the kind of language model under consideration in this thesis.However, with recent progress in the area of partial parsing (see [141], [50], [51], [26]) itseems possible to get parts of a parse with far less computational e�ort. These parts of theparse could be su�cient for our purpose. Alternatively, recent work in the area of neuralnetworks (see [59]) might be extended to provide an e�cient solution in the future.The fourth criterion is the acquisition and coding of the knowledge for use with unre-stricted text. Collocational constraints also pose serious problems in that respect. Progress,for example, in the automatic acquisition of subcategorization frames (see [12] and [101])or in the availability of fully parsed corpora (see [102]), could again be su�cient to acquireand code the knowledge of collocational constraints.In the light of the evidence presented above, we believe that collocational constraintsare a good candidate to be included in a language model. However, we suggest a furtherinvestigation of the extent to which collocation constraints that can not be captured in thestandard N -gram model, quantitatively satisfy criteria one and two of section 5.2.1.5.3 How Can We Combine Useful Knowledge in a LanguageModel?In the last section, we saw how we could go about selecting useful knowledge. Once we havedecided on what knowledge is useful, we have to determine how to produce a probabilitydistribution that depends on the chosen knowledge in a meaningful manner. In section5.3.1, we will present some traditional approaches to this problem. In section 5.3.2, we willdescribe a very successful method that was proposed recently.5.3.1 Traditional Approaches for Combining Knowledge in a LanguageModelIn Hearsay II ([33]), a typical example of knowledge based speech recognition, di�erenttypes of knowledge are combined using a blackboard, a dynamic global data structure.Di�erent modules, corresponding to di�erent types of knowledge, generate hypotheses, writehypotheses onto the blackboard, and evaluate the plausibility of hypotheses found on the



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 100blackboard. This architecture is used to combine types of knowledge at di�erent levels, e.g.phoneme, word and sentence, which are not necessarily represented in terms of probabilitydistributions. However, in the case of the language model, we only need to combine di�erentexisting probability distributions and this does not require the complicated asynchronousarchitecture of a blackboard. In the following, we will present some simple mechanisms tocombine di�erent probability distributions.We will encode the event to be predicted (e.g. the next word) and the knowledge used(e.g. the preceding word, the state of a parser) in terms of variables and their values. LetY denote the event to be predicted with a set of possible values fy1; :::; yng. Following theterminology of decision trees (see section 2.5.4) and following the speci�c/general example ofthe generalized N-pos model (see section 4.4), we will denote the knowledge by variables Xiwith corresponding values fxi1; :::; xivig. We will focus on the combination of two variablesX1 and X2, but the concepts can be extended in a straight forward manner to severalvariables.1) Joint distribution. For each pair (X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j), this methods estimates aseparate distribution from frequency data.2) Decision trees. This method estimates a separate distribution for a pair (X1 =x1i; X2 = x2j) only if this signi�cantly improves the quality of the model.3) Deleted interpolation. This method constructs a separate distribution for each pair(X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j), but not from frequency data of the joint distribution (as methodone). Instead, it combines the distributions of each variable according to �ijp(Y =yljX1 = x1i) + (1� �ij)p(Y = yljX2 = x2j): For each pair (X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j), the�ij is estimated to optimize some criterion.We will now illustrate these three methods by giving the probability distributions eachmethod would calculate in an example. In this example, the variable Y which we need topredict only has two values Y 2 fN;Rg. Y indicates whether the next word is a noun(value N) or not (value R, R standing for rest). The variable X1 also has two valuesX1 2 fAdj;Rg. X1 indicates whether the previous word was an adjective (value Adj) ornot (value R). Similarly, the variable X2 has the two values X2 2 fArt; Rg and it indicateswhether the second last word was an article (value Art) or not (value R). The values of theprobability distributions in this example were calculated from real data, namely from our



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 101X1 X2 p(Y = N) p(Y = R) distr. nameAdj Art 0.84 0.16 p1Adj R 0.65 0.35 p2R Art 0.26 0.74 p3R R 0.25 0.75 p4Table 5.2: The joint distribution for Y given X1 and X2X1 p(Y = N) p(Y = R)Adj 0.72 0.28R 0.25 0.75Table 5.3: The distribution for Y given X1training text of 50,000 words. The overall distribution for Y , independent of the variablesX1 and X2 is p(Y = N) = 0:28 and p(Y = R) = 0:72. In other words, 28% of the words inthe text are nouns.1) Joint distribution. This method directly samples the joint distribution and thus esti-mates a separate distribution for the four combination of values of X1 and X2. Theresulting distributions are shown in table 5.2.2) Decision trees. This method will estimate a separate distribution for a pair of valuesof X1 and X2 only if the resulting distribution is signi�cantly di�erent. As we cansee from table 5.2, the value of X1 has a bigger impact on the distribution than thevalue of X2. Since varying X1 while keeping X2 �xed results in a large variation inprobabilities, the decision tree method therefore estimates a separate distribution forthe two di�erent values of X1. These two resulting distributions are shown in table5.3. Furthermore, we can see from table 5.2, that the distribution for X1 = R does notchange signi�cantly for the two values of X2. However, the distribution for X1 = Adjdoes change signi�cantly depending on the value of X2. The decision tree methodcould therefore split the �rst distribution in table 5.3 into two distributions, leadingto a total of three distributions shown in table 5.4.3) Deleted interpolation. This method combines the two distributions of each variableshown in table 5.5 to get four distributions p01; p02; p03 and p04 that are used as approxi-mations of the four joint distributions shown in table 5.2. The interpolation is linear



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 102X1 X2 p(Y = N) p(Y = R)Adj Art 0.84 0.16Adj R 0.65 0.35R (R or Art) 0.25 0.75Table 5.4: The distributions for Y given X1 and X2 constructed by the decision treeX1 p(Y = N) p(Y = R) distr. nameAdj 0.72 0.28 p1aR 0.25 0.75 p1bX2 p(Y = N) p(Y = R) distr. nameArt 0.41 0.59 p2aR 0.27 0.73 p2bTable 5.5: The distribution for Y given X1 and for Y given X2according to the four parameters �aa; �ab; �ba and �bb:p01 = �aa � p1a + (1� �aa) � p2ap02 = �ab � p1a + (1� �ab) � p2bp03 = �ba � p1b + (1� �ba) � p2ap04 = �bb � p1b + (1� �bb) � p2bSince value ofX1 has a bigger impact on the resulting distribution, the values of the �'swill tend to be bigger than 0:5. We will use the values �aa = 1; �ab = 0:77; �ba = 0:5and �bb = 1 because the resulting distributions shown in table 5.6 are very goodapproximations to the joint distributions shown in table 5.2. In fact, by comparingtable 5.2 and 5.6, we can see that all approximations except for p01 are identical to thejoint distribution.We will now discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the three methods in general.distr. name p(Y = N) p(Y = R)p01 0.72 0.28p02 0.65 0.35p03 0.26 0.74p04 0.25 0.75Table 5.6: The approximations to the joint distributions constructed by deleted interpolation



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 103One advantage of the joint distribution method is its simplicity. It is very easy to im-plement and it does not require a lot of computational resources to construct the jointdistribution. Moreover, it directly samples the joint distribution. This means that themethod will usually get closer to the true joint distribution than methods that try to ap-proximate it based on the component distributions (e.g. the deleted interpolation method).One big disadvantage is the amount of data it requires. For each pair (X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j),it tries to estimate the entire distribution. It therefore has to estimate jX1j � jX2j � jY jprobabilities. Especially in the case of language models, where the number of values for Yis very large, this requires an enormous amount of data. Consider for example, the tri-gramlanguage model presented in the review section (section 2.5.2). Y corresponds to the nextword, X1 to the last word and X2 to the second last word. It samples the joint distributiondirectly and may have around 1012 parameters to estimate. This requires many millionwords of training text and even then, the tri-gram estimates are combined with bi-gram oruni-gram estimates using the deleted interpolation method. Another disadvantage of thejoint distribution method is that it constructs a separate distribution for all pairs, even ifsome of them will lead to very similar distributions.The main advantage of the decision tree method is that it only constructs the joint dis-tribution for a pair (X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j) if this will signi�cantly improve the performance.This will usually result in fewer distributions performing about as well as the joint distri-bution method. For that reason, the decision tree method can easily be applied to manyvariables at a time. Whereas method one would not have nearly enough data to sample theoverall joint distribution, this method will only construct it at the point where it resultsin a signi�cant improvement for the given data. The main disadvantage is the computa-tional complexity of the algorithm. It is harder to implement and may require an enormousamount of computation. As stated in [16], the algorithm for �nding the optimal partitioningfor classi�cation and regression trees is exponential in the number of values of the variablesX . However, a locally optimal partition can be found in time linear in the number of valuefor X for each iteration.One of the advantages of the deleted interpolation method is again its simplicity, makingit easy to implement and fast to execute. Furthermore, it does not require a lot of databecause it does not attempt to directly sample the joint distribution. Instead, for each pair(X1 = x1i; X2 = x2j), it approximates the joint distribution by a linear combination of the



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 104two components. For each pair, it therefore only has to estimate the one interpolation pa-rameter. Its main disadvantage is that the combination of the two component distributionsmay not get very close to the joint distributions. In cases where there is enough data tosample the joint distribution directly, this may lead to poor performance.Adding several knowledge sources to a language model is one instance of the generaltrend to construct richer probabilistic models of language. As pointed out in [122, p.1], thisappears to be a trend in practical and theoretical work on language. One example of thistrend is that the Penn Treebank is moving towards the annotation of text with predicate-argument structure, not only with surface linguistic structures (see [102]). Another is theuse of probabilistic models for tagging (see for example [18], [28] and [90]), parsing (see forexample [9]), and many other applications.However, one of the main problems with richer probabilistic models is the sparsenessof data. This is for example pointed out in [115, p.183]: \It is well known that a simpletabulation of frequencies of certain words participating in certain con�gurations, for exampleof frequencies of pairs of a transitive main verb and the head noun of its direct object, cannot be reliably used for comparing the likelihoods of di�erent alternative con�gurations.The problem is that for large enough corpora, the number of possible joint events is muchlarge than the number of event occurrences in the corpus, so many events are seen rarely ornever, making their frequency counts unreliable estimates of their probabilities".From this perspective, it seems unlikely that we will be able to sample joint distributionsfor many di�erent types of knowledge, even with ever growing corpora. We can thereforeexpect that approaches that do not require this sampling (like the deleted interpolationmethod) will �nd widespread use. One recently proposed method, that can integrate dif-ferent types of knowledge, will be presented in the next section. A second approach, whichhas been shown to integrate constraints from di�erent levels on a smaller task (see [72]) , isthe use of neural networks. Their application to this task could be the subject of a furtherstudy.5.3.2 The Maximum Entropy Approach to Combining Knowledge in aLanguage ModelTrying to use di�erent probability distributions to produce one combined distribution isa problem that appears in many tasks. The maximum entropy principle from the area ofstatistics (see [25], [61]) is a very general approach to this problem. Recently, this approach



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 105has been applied successfully to language modeling (see [93], [94], [126]). A summary of thiswork is given below.The maximum entropy approach proposes the following two steps:1) Rewrite the di�erent probability estimates as constraints on the expectations of variousfunctions, that the combined estimate has to satisfy.2) From the set of all possible probability distributions satisfying the constraints, choosethe one that has the highest entropy.Suppose we are trying to estimate a (joint) probability function p(X = x); x = (x1; :::; xn).Using k constraint functions fi(x); 1 � i � k, we can impose k constraints coming from dif-ferent types of knowledge on the resulting distribution p(X = x) in the following manner:Xx p(X = x)fi(x) = ci; 1 � i � k:As an example, if we choose fi(x) = 8<: 1 if x = x00 else ;the constraint f1 imposes that the value of p(x0) is c1. In general, fi(x) can of course be ofa di�erent form thus allowing more complicated constraints for p(X = x). Given such a setof k consistent constraints, we can then use the algorithm of generalized iterative scaling([25]) to �nd the p(X = x) satisfying these constraints that has the highest entropy. Wecan guarantee that a unique function p(X = x) exists and that it is of the formP (X = x) =Yi �f(x)i ;where the �i are constants that have to be found by the generalized iterative scaling algo-rithm.For a model that combines the distribution obtained by the maximum entropy approachwith a standard tri-gram model, a reduction in perplexity of about 30% compared to thestandard tri-gram model was achieved.The advantages of the maximum entropy approach are1) The maximum entropy principle is simple, intuitively appealing, imposes all of thegiven constraints and does not assume anything else.



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 1062) The maximum entropy principle is extremely general. It can be used for any conceiv-able linguistic or statistical phenomenon.3) Information captured by traditional language models can be incorporated into themaximum entropy principle.4) The generalized iterative scaling algorithm can be adapted incrementally, thus allowingthe addition of new constraints or the relaxation of old ones.5) The generalized iterative scaling algorithm is guaranteed to converge to the uniquesolution under assumptions that can be met in practice.The weaknesses of the maximum entropy approach are1) The generalized iterative scaling algorithm is computationally very expensive 5. Forthe experiments described in [126], the algorithm ran in parallel on an average of 15high performance workstations and it took three weeks to complete.2) Even though the algorithm is guaranteed to converge, we do not have a theoreticalbound on its convergence rate.3) When we add constraints that are not satis�ed by the training data { and this issometimes desirable { the theoretical results guaranteeing existence, uniqueness andconvergence of the algorithm may not hold.Nevertheless, we can see from the results presented in [126] that this is one of therare times a standard tri-gram model is outperformed signi�cantly and consistently. Thisapproach therefore holds considerable promise for future work.5.4 SummaryIn this chapter, we motivated the addition of knowledge to language models, developeddi�erent criteria for identifying useful knowledge, and presented methods for combiningknowledge in a language model.We began by pointing out three reasons for wanting to add knowledge to a languagemodel. First, we would like to improve the model's performance. Second, if we apply5Even though only the training part, which can be done o� line, is expensive, its computational complexitymay prevent the application of the algorithm to very large data sets for reasons of practicality.



CHAPTER 5. ADDING LINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE TO LANGUAGE MODELS 107current speech recognition technology to more complex tasks than the ones tackled today,the number of acoustically confusable hypotheses will increase, and we will need a betterlanguage model in order to deal with this ambiguity. Third, adding knowledge is moresatisfying than sticking to existing models on psychological grounds because humans seemto use knowledge to predict a word other than the knowledge used in current models, namelythe immediately preceding two or three words. Hence, there is clearly a need for a languagemodel which incorporates more linguistic knowledge.Once we had decided to add knowledge to a language model, the following two questionscame to mind. First, what knowledge should we add, and second, how can we combinedi�erent types of knowledge in a language model. We addressed both issues in turn.Rather than trying to give a necessarily incomplete list of types of knowledge thatwe should add, we presented four criteria that we think should be used to identify usefulknowledge. First, the knowledge should restrict the number of possible words, otherwiseit is not going to help in solving our task. Second, it should be applicable often enoughto be of statistical signi�cance. Third, it should be possible computationally to use thisknowledge in real time speech recognition. Finally, we should be able to acquire and codethis knowledge for use with unrestricted text. Moreover, we developed a classi�cation ofpossibly useful knowledge and applied the criteria for identifying useful knowledge to onekind of knowledge, that promises to be useful to improve language models in general.We then moved on to the issue of combining di�erent knowledge in a language model. Wepresented three methods for combining knowledge and developed some of the advantages anddisadvantages we see in each method. Following that, we concluded that it is very unlikelythat we will have enough data to estimate distributions that depend on several knowledgesources directly, even with the availability of increasingly large corpora. Therefore, we thinkthat methods that combine distributions from single knowledge sources in a meaningfulfashion will be very useful and require further investigation. One method shown to be veryuseful in recent work is the maximum entropy principle and it shows great promise for futurework.



Chapter 6Summary of Results and FutureWorkThe main contribution of this thesis is the idea of applying error analysis to languagemodels. We de�ne what we mean by error or weakness of a language model and we showhow an analysis of weaknesses is useful in improving a concrete model. Thus, in addition tothe concrete results we obtained, we have shown how one can go about improving languagemodels in general. We could therefore call this \meta language modeling". In the remainderof this chapter, we will give a more detailed summary of our results (section 6.1). This willbe followed by possible extensions to our work (section 6.2).6.1 Summary of ResultsIn this thesis, we set out to improve existing language models for speech recognition. Sinceit is a widely accepted fact that knowing the errors or weaknesses of any kind of modelmakes it easier to improve the model, we proposed to perform an analysis of the weaknessesof language models. We de�ned in general terms what we mean by a weakness of a languagemodel and analyzed the weaknesses of a particular, commonly used model. This analysisled, among other things, to an improvement in the model's performance ranging between14% and 21%. This shows, in a concrete case, the usefulness of performing an analysis ofweaknesses of a language model.In order to analyze the weaknesses of a language model, we �rst needed to de�ne what108



CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND FUTURE WORK 109we mean by a weakness of a language model. Given a part of the model, we measured itsimpact on the overall performance of the model in terms of the percentage of the LTP, ameasure closely related to the standard perplexity measure used to evaluate the languagemodel performance. We then de�ned a weakness of a model as a part of the model that hasa big impact on the overall performance. Does this de�nition conform to the intuitions wehave about the word weakness? Intuitively, a weakness should be something that needs tobe improved. Given our de�nition, weaknesses cause a considerable fraction of the overallperformance measure and this means that improving them is important for the overallperformance. Our de�nition therefore agrees with our intuition. Furthermore, the de�nitionis directly applicable to almost all currently used language models (except probabilisticcontext free grammars) and the calculations involved in identifying weaknesses are verystraight forward.In order to show the usefulness of our de�nition of weakness and of the analysis ofweaknesses in general, we performed this analysis on a commonly used bi-pos languagemodel. We chose a corpus and a model for our work and veri�ed that our model is welltrained with the amount of training data we use. This led to the development of theadjusted perplexity measure APP , which gave us a exible way of making results of modelswith di�erent sample spaces more comparable. We then analyzed the weaknesses of ourmodel giving the following results:1) We identi�ed three weaknesses, the prediction of words in a very small number ofcontexts, the prediction of unknown words, and the prediction of words given theirpart of speech. We thus gained considerable additional insight into the model. Thisinsight is helpful in improving our model, but it is also relevant to other languagemodels. The last weakness in particular is important with respect to the recent interestin probabilistic context free grammars as language models. Even though probabilisticcontext free grammars might improve the prediction of the next part of speech, theyare unlikely to improve the prediction of the word given the part of speech. Theytherefore do not address this important weakness at all.2) We improved one of the weaknesses, the prediction of unknown words, by introducinga new modeling for unknown words. This leads to an improvement of the model'sperformance ranging between 14% and 21%.3) In order to address the third weakness, the prediction of words given their part of



CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND FUTURE WORK 110speech, we developed the generalized N -pos model. It can incorporate linguistic infor-mation, even if it extends over many words, and the information used for the predictionof the word given the part of speech in this model can be di�erent from the informa-tion used to predict the part of speech. It is important that the model allows for thisbecause even though the immediate context (e.g. the two or three preceding words)contains a lot of information about the part of speech of the next word, we can arguethat useful semantic information that restricts the actual word may be further away.4) Our work, in particular the generalized N -pos model, led us to the following questionsabout language models in general:a) what knowledge should we add to language models in order to improve theirperformance?b) how can we combine di�erent types of knowledge in a language model?To help answer the �rst question, we developed four criteria useful in deciding whethera given type of knowledge is useful. Rather than having to implement all possible typesof knowledge, we can thus select the more promising ones. With respect to the secondquestion, we presented and evaluated some existing techniques that can be used forthis task.6.2 Future WorkThe most immediate extension to our work is to try to improve the bi-pos language modelwith respect to the weaknesses identi�ed in section 4.3.1. What information would we needin order to decide on the tag that will follow a noun? Does this knowledge satisfy the criteriaset out in section 5.2.1? One possibility might be to divide all the nouns into two groups(e.g. two tags) { the nouns that are often followed by other nouns and the ones that arenot.Another obvious extension is to apply the idea of analyzing weaknesses of a languagemodel to other existing models. This can be done for N -gram, N -pos, decision tree basedor cache based models. Furthermore, the idea is applicable to other languages (e.g. French,German, Japanese etc.) as well as to language models that are not based on the word level(e.g. syllable, phoneme, etc.). For each model, this can show whether their weaknesses



CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND FUTURE WORK 111are similar to the weaknesses of our model and where the analysis of weaknesses leads toimprovement in these models. This extension should be very straight forward and we donot anticipate any di�culties.Furthermore, we could apply the criteria for judging the usefulness of one type of knowl-edge to selectional restrictions, a type of knowledge identi�ed as potentially useful for lan-guage models. We could then decide whether it is worth incorporating selectional restrictioninto language models and whether we can expect a signi�cant improvement in performanceby doing so. To this end, we might be able to use the same data as in [122]. Alternatively,we could use a stochastic tagger and a very primitive heuristic to identify, for example,verbs and their direct objects. This would allow us to extract the necessary data from anytext, rather than being restricted to a fully parsed corpus, and this would make the wholeprocess very exible.Moreover, we could perform a systematic study of the usefulness of di�erent types ofknowledge (e.g. phonological, prosodic, syntactic, semantic) for a language model. Quanti-tative results of such a study would be very valuable to the research community because itcould help in steering its future research e�orts. In order to perform this kind of study, wewould require a corpus annotated with many di�erent kinds of information. Depending onthe required amount of data, this could be hard to �nd at the moment, but we think thatit will surely become available in the future.Besides language modeling for speech recognition, we can also apply the idea of analyzingweaknesses of probabilistic language models to other areas that use N -gram statistics. Oneexample is handwriting and optical character recognition. Analyzing the weaknesses of themodels and improving them afterwards could lead to an improvement in performance inthese areas.



Appendix ASample TextIn this section, we give a sample of section A01 of the LOB corpus. Each item in the textis made up of two parts joined by an underscore (` '). The �rst part is the word itself (forexample `a'), and the second part is the tag associated with this occurrence of the word(for example `AT' for article). Any item that has these two parts is part of the text andneeds to be predicted by the language model. These items include quotes, commas, colons,and other punctuation marks. The tags are listed and explained briey in Appendix B. Formore details on the form of the corpus see [71]).A01 2 ^ *'_*' stop_VB electing_VBG life_NN peers_NNS **'_**' ._.A01 3 ^ by_IN Trevor_NP Williams_NP ._.A01 4 ^ a_AT move_NN to_TO stop_VB \0Mr_NPT Gaitskell_NP from_INA01 4 nominating_VBG any_DTI more_AP labour_NNA01 5 life_NN peers_NNS is_BEZ to_TO be_BE made_VBN at_IN a_AT meeting_NNA01 5 of_IN labour_NN \0MPs_NPTS tomorrow_NR ._.A01 6 ^ \0Mr_NPT Michael_NP Foot_NP has_HVZ put_VBN down_RP a_ATA01 6 resolution_NN on_IN the_ATI subject_NN and_CCA01 7 he_PP3A is_BEZ to_TO be_BE backed_VBN by_IN \0Mr_NPT Will_NPA01 7 Griffiths_NP ,_, \0MP_NPT for_IN Manchester_NPA01 8 Exchange_NP ._.A01 9 ^ though_CS they_PP3AS may_MD gather_VB some_DTI left-wing_JJBA01 9 support_NN ,_, a_AT large_JJ majority_NNA01 10 of_IN labour_NN \0MPs_NPTS are_BER likely_JJ to_TO turn_VB down_RPA01 10 the_ATI Foot-Griffiths_NPA01 11 resolution_NN ._.A01 12 ^ *'_*' abolish_VB Lords_NPTS **'_**' ._.A01 13 ^ \0Mr_NPT Foot's_NP$ line_NN will_MD be_BE that_CS as_CS labour_NN112



APPENDIX A. SAMPLE TEXT 113A01 13 \0MPs_NPTS opposed_VBD the_ATIA01 14 government_NN bill_NN which_WDTR brought_VBD life_NN peers_NNS into_INA01 14 existence_NN ,_, they_PP3AS should_MDA01 15 not_XNOT now_RN put_VB forward_RB nominees_NNS ._.A01 16 ^ he_PP3A believes_VBZ that_CS the_ATI House_NPL of_IN Lords_NPTSA01 16 should_MD be_BE abolished_VBN and_CC that_CSA01 17 labour_NN should_MD not_XNOT take_VB any_DTI steps_NNS which_WDTRA01 17 would_MD appear_VB to_TO *'_*' prop_VB up_RP **'_**' an_ATA01 18 out-dated_JJ institution_NN ._.A01 19 ^ since_IN 1958_CD ,_, 13_CD labour_NN life_NN peers_NNS and_CCA01 19 peeresses_NNS have_HV been_BEN created_VBN ._.A01 20 ^ most_AP labour_NN sentiment_NN would_MD still_RB favour_VB the_ATIA01 20 abolition_NN of_IN the_ATIA01 21 House_NPL of_IN Lords_NPTS ,_, but_CC while_CS it_PP3 remains_VBZA01 21 labour_NN has_HVZ to_TO have_HV an_AT adequate_JJA01 22 number_NN of_IN members_NNS ._.A01 23 ^ Africans_NNPS drop_VB rivalry_NN to_TO fight_VB Sir_NPT Roy_NP ._.A01 24 ^ by_IN Dennis_NP Newson_NP ._.A01 25 ^ the_ATI two_CD rival_JJB African_JNP nationalist_JJ parties_NNSA01 25 of_IN Northern_NP Rhodesia_NPA01 26 have_HV agreed_VBN to_TO get_VB together_RB to_TO face_VB the_ATIA01 26 challenge_NN from_IN Sir_NPT Roy_NPA01 27 Welensky_NP ,_, the_ATI federal_JJ Premier_NPT ._.A01 28 ^ delegates_NNS from_IN \0Mr_NPT Kenneth_NP Kaunda's_NP$ united_JJA01 28 national_JJA01 29 independence_NN party_NN (_( 280,000_CD members_NNS )_) and_CC \0Mr_NPTA01 29 Harry_NP Nkumbula's_NP$A01 30 African_JNP national_JJ congress_NN (_( 400,000_CD )_) will_MD meet_VBA01 30 in_IN London_NP today_NR to_TOA01 31 discuss_VB a_AT common_JJ course_NN of_IN action_NN ._.A01 32 ^ Sir_NPT Roy_NP is_BEZ violently_RB opposed_VBN to_IN Africans_NNPSA01 32 getting_VBG an_AT elected_JJA01 33 majority_NN in_IN Northern_NP Rhodesia_NP ,_, but_CC the_ATIA01 33 colonial_JJ Secretary_NPT ,_, \0Mr_NPT Iain_NPA01 34 Macleod_NP ,_, is_BEZ insisting_VBG on_IN a_AT policy_NN of_INA01 34 change_NN ._.A01 35 ^ sir_NN Roy's_NP$ united_JJ federal_JJ party_NN is_BEZA01 35 boycotting_VBG the_ATI London_NP talks_NNS on_INA01 36 the_ATI protectorate's_NN$ future_NN ._.A01 37 ^ said_VBD \0Mr_NPT Nkumbula_NP last_AP night_NN :_: ^ *'_*'



APPENDIX A. SAMPLE TEXT 114A01 37 we_PP1AS want_VB to_TO discuss_VB what_WDT to_TO do_DOA01 38 if_CS the_ATI British_JNP government_NN gives_VBZ in_RP to_IN Sir_NPTA01 38 Roy_NP and_CC the_ATI talks_NNS fall_VBA01 39 through_RP ._. ^ there_EX are_BER bound_VBN to_TO be_BEA01 39 demonstrations_NNS ._. **'_**'A01 40 ^ all_ABN revealed_VBN ._.A01 41 ^ yesterday_NR Sir_NPT Roy's_NP$ chief_JJB aide_NN ,_, \0Mr_NPTA01 41 Julius_NP Greenfield_NP ,_,A01 42 telephoned_VBD his_PP$ chief_NN a_AT report_NN on_IN his_PP$ talks_NNSA01 42 with_IN \0Mr_NPT Macmillan_NP at_INA01 43 Chequers_NP ._.A01 44 ^ \0Mr_NPT Macleod_NP went_VBD on_RP with_IN the_ATI conference_NNA01 44 at_IN Lancaster_NP House_NPLA01 45 despite_IN the_ATI crisis_NN which_WDTR had_HVD blown_VBN up_RP ._. ^A01 45 he_PP3A has_HVZ now_RN revealed_VBN his_PP$ full_JJA01 46 plans_NNS to_IN the_ATI Africans_NNPS and_CC liberals_NNS attending_VBGA01 46 ._.A01 47 ^ these_DTS plans_NNS do_DO not_XNOT give_VB the_ATI Africans_NNPSA01 47 the_ATI overall_JJB majority_NN they_PP3ASA01 48 are_BER seeking_VBG ._. ^ African_JNP delegates_NNS are_BERA01 48 studying_VBG them_PP3OS today_NR ._.A01 49 ^ the_ATI conference_NN will_MD meet_VB to_TO discuss_VB the_ATIA01 49 function_NN of_IN a_AT proposed_JJA01 50 House_NPL of_IN Chiefs_NPTS ._.



Appendix BThe Four Tagsets Used in OurExperimentsThe four tag sets used in our experiments are reproduced here. The �rst column containsthe tag set as part of the LOB corpus distribution. The second, third, fourth and �fthcolumn correspond to the tag sets with 135, 88, 42 and 24 tags each. They were mostlyproduced by joining tags with the same pre�x and are thus dependent on the original set.LOB 135 tags 88 tags 42 tags 24 tags example or explanation! ! ! ! PU exclamation mark&FO &FO &FO &FO F formula&FW &FW &FW &FW F foreign word( ) ) ) BR left bracket) ( ( ( BR right bracket' *' *' *' BR begin quote*' **' **' **' BR end quote- *- *- *- PU dash, , , , PU comma|{ |{ |{ |{ PU dash. . . . PU full stop... ... ... ... PU ellipsis: : : : PU colon; ; ; ; PU semicolon? ? ? ? PU question markABL ABL AB AB A pre-quali�er (quite)ABN ABN AB AB A pre-quanti�er (all)ABX ABX AB AB A double conjunction (both)AP AP AP AP A post-determiner (few)115



APPENDIX B. THE FOUR TAGSETS USED IN OUR EXPERIMENTS 116AP$ AP$ AP AP A other'sAPS APS APS AP A othersAPS$ APS$ APS AP A others'AT AT AT AT AT singular article (a)ATI ATI AT AT AT singular or plural article (the)BE BE BE BE BE beBED BED BED BE BE wereBEDZ BEDZ BEDZ BE BE wasBEG BEG BEG BE BE beingBEM BM BEM BE BE amBEN BEN BEN BE BE beenBER BER BER BE BE areBEZ BEZ BEZ BE BE isCC CC CC CC C co-ordinating conjunction (and)CD CD CD CD CD cardinal (2)CD$ CD$ CD CD CD cardinal with genitiveCD-CD CD-CD CD CD CD hyphenated pair of cardinalsCD1 CD1 CD1 CD CD oneCD1$ CD1$ CD1 CD CD one'sCD1S CD1S CD1 CD CD onesCDS CDS CD CD CD cardinal with plural (tens)CS CS CS CS C subordinating conjunction (after)DO DO DO DO DO doDOD DOD DOD DO DO didDOZ DOZ DOZ DO DO doesDT DT DT DT DT singular determiner (another)DT$ DT$ DT DT DT singular determiner with genitiveDTI DTI DTI DT DT singular or plural determiner (any)DTS DTS DTS DT DT plural determiner (these)DTX DTX DTX DT DT double conjunction (either)EX EX EX EX EX existential thereHV HV HV HV HV haveHVD HVD HVD HV HV hadHVG HVG HVG HV HV havingHVN HVN HVN HV HV past participle (had)HVZ HVZ HVZ HV HV hasIN IN IN IN IN preposition (about)JJ JJ JJ JJ JJ adjectiveJJB JJB JJB JJ JJ attributive-only adjective (chief)JJR JJR JJR JJ JJ comparative adjective



APPENDIX B. THE FOUR TAGSETS USED IN OUR EXPERIMENTS 117JJT JJT JJT JJ JJ superlative adjectiveJNP JNP JJP JJ JJ adjective with word-initial capital (English)MD MD MD MD MD modal auxiliary (can)NC NC NC NC F cited wordNN NN NN N N singular common nounNN$ NN$ NN N N singular common noun with genitiveNNP NNP NNP N N sing. c. noun w. word-initial capital (English)NNP$ NNP$ NNP N N same as above with genitiveNNPS NNPS NNP N N plural common noun with word-initial capitalNNPS$ NNPS$ NNP N N same as above with genitiveNNS NNS NNS N N plural common nounNNS$ NNS$ NNS N N same as above with genitiveNNU NNU NNU N N abbr. unit of meas. unmarked for number (hr)NNUS NNUS NNU N N abbreviated unit of measurementNP NP NP NP N singular proper nounNP$ NP$ NP NP N same as above with genitiveNPL NPL NPL NP N sing. locative noun w. word-initial cap. (Abbey)NPL$ NPL$ NPL NP N same as above with genitiveNPLS NPLS NPL NP N plural locative noun with word-initial capitalNPLS$ NPLS$ NPL NP N same as above with genitiveNPS NPS NPS NP N plural proper nounNPS$ NPS$ NPS NP N same as above with genitiveNPT NPT NPT NP N sing. titular noun w. word-initial cap. (Archbishop)NPT$ NPT$ NPT NP N same as above with genitiveNPTS NPTS NPT NP N plural titular noun with word-initial capitalNPTS$ NPTS$ NPT NP N same as above with genitiveNR NR NR NR N singular adverbial noun (January)NR$ NR$ NR NR N same as above with genitiveNRS NRS NRS NR N plural adverbial nounNRS$ NRS$ NRS NR N same as above with genitiveOD OD OD OD OD ordinal (1st)OD$ OD$ OD OD OD same as above with genitivePN PN PN P P nominal pronoun (anybody)PN$ PN$ PN P P same as above with genitivePP$ PP$ PP P P possessive determiner (my)PP$$ PP$$ PP P P possessive pronoun (mine)PP1A PP1A PP1 P P personal pronoun (I)PP1AS PP1AS PP1 P P personal pronoun (we)PP1O PP1O PP1 P P personal pronoun (me)PP1OS PP1OS PP1 P P personal pronoun (us)



APPENDIX B. THE FOUR TAGSETS USED IN OUR EXPERIMENTS 118PP2 PP2 PP P P personal pronoun (you)PP3 PP3 PP3 P P personal pronoun (it)PP3A PP3A PP3 P P personal pronoun (she)PP3AS PP3AS PP3 P P personal pronoun (they)PP3O PP3O PP3 P P personal pronoun (him)PP3OS PP3OS PP3 P P personal pronoun (them)PPL PPL PPL P P singular reexive pronounPPLS PPLS PPL P P plural reexive pronounQL QL QL QL QL quali�er (as)QLP QLP QL QL QL post-quali�er (enough)RB RB RB R R adverbRB$ RB$ RB$ R R same as above with genitiveRBR RBR RBR R R comparative adverbRBT RBT RBT R R superlative adverbRI RI RI R R adverb (homograph of preposition: below)RN RN RN R R nominal adverbRP RP RP R R adverbial particle (back)TO TO TO TO TO in�nitival toUH UH UH UH UH interjectionVB VB VB V V base form of berbVBD VBD VBD V V past tense of verbVBG VBG VBG V V present participle, gerundVBN VBN VBN V V past participleVBZ VBZ VBZ V V 3rd person singular of verbWDT WDT WD P P WH-determiner (what)WDTR WDTR WD P P WH-determiner, relative (which)WP WP WP P P WH-pronoun (who)WP$ WP$ WP P P WH-pronoun (whose)WP$R WP$R WP P P WH-pronoun, relative (whose)WPA WPA WP P P WH-pronoun (whosoever)WPO WPO WP P P WH-pronoun (whom)WPOR WPOR WP P P WH-pronoun, relative (whom)WPR WPR WP P P WH-pronoun (that)WRB WRB WR P P WH-adverb (how)XNOT XNOT XNOT XNOT XNOT notZZ ZZ ZZ ZZ F letter of alphabet (e)



Appendix CThe New Model of UnknownWordsIn this appendix, we will show that the new modeling of unknown words, as proposed insection 4.3.2, ensures that the sum of probabilities of all possible words is 1.As stated in section 4.3.2, the probability of the word wl, given the tag g(w[i� 1]) ofthe last word isP (w[i] = wljw[i� 1])= 8>>>>><>>>>>: Pgj2G[(1� u � d1 � dgj)(c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)�f(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj)] if wl 2 V and wl was seend1 if wl 2 V but wl unseenPgj2G dgj � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2) if wl 62 Vwith c1 = 1�jGj�c2. The following calculation shows that the sum of the probabilities of allthe words in the vocabulary plus the probability of the generic unknown word `UNKNOWN'is equal to one.S = Xw is unseen P (w) + P (0UNKNOWN 0) + Xw2V and seen P (w)= A +B + CA = u � d1:B = Xgj2G dgj � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gjjg(w[i� 1])) + c2):119



APPENDIX C. THE NEW MODEL OF UNKNOWN WORDS 120C = Xw2V and seen P (w[i] = wjg(w[i� 1])= Xw2V and seen Xgj2G[(1� u � d1 � dgj)(c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)�f(w[i] = wjg(w[i] = gj)]= Xgj2G(1� u � d1 � dgj) � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)� Xw2V and seen P (w[i] = wjg(w[i� 1])= Xgj2G(1� u � d1 � dgj) � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2):B+C= Xgj2G dgj � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gjjg(w[i� 1])) + c2)+ Xgj2G(1� u � d1 � dgj) � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)= Xgj2G(1� u � d1) � (c1 � f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + c2)= (1� u � d1) �0@c1 � Xgj2G f(g(w[i]) = gj jg(w[i� 1])) + jGjc21A= (1� u � d1) � (c1 + jGjc2)= (1� u � d1):S = A+ B + C= u � d1 + (1� u � d1) = 1:



Appendix DThe Generalized N-pos Model {Part IIn this appendix, we will show that the generalized N -pos model introduced in section 4.4.1ensures that the sum of the probabilities of all the words is one.As stated in section 4.4.1, the probability of the word wl, given the variables X1; :::; Xr+sis p(w[i] = wljX1; :::; Xr+s)= Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gj jX1; :::; Xr) � p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj ; Xr+1; :::; Xr+s)In the following, we will use p1(gjjXr) as a short hand for p(g(w[i]) = gjjX1; :::; Xr) andp2(wljgj; Xr+s) as a short hand for p(w[i] = wljg(w[i]) = gj ; Xr+1; :::; Xr+s).We assume that p1(gjjXr) and p2(wljgj ; Xr+s) are probability distributions for all com-binations of values of variables Xk; 1 � k � r + s and tags gj ; 1 � j � t. In other words:j=tXj=1 p1(gjjXr) = 1and l=mXl=1 p2(wljgj; Xr+s) = 1:This is for example the case if p1(gj jXr) and p2(wljgj ; Xr+s) are constructed from frequencydata and it is in general a reasonable assumption.121



APPENDIX D. THE GENERALIZED N -POS MODEL { PART I 122We can now show that the sum S of the probabilities of all the words in the vocabularyis one: S = Xwl2V Xgj2G p1(gjjXr) � p2(wljgj ; Xr+s)= Xgj2G p1(gjjXr) Xwl2V p2(wljgj; Xr+s)= Xgj2G p1(gjjXr)= 1:



Appendix EThe Generalized N-pos Model {Part IIIn this appendix, we want to show that the generalized N -pos model reduces to the N -grammodel. For ease of reference, we repeat the formula for the generalized model:p(w[i] = wkjX1; :::;Xm) == Xgj2G p(g(w[i]) = gjjX1; :::;Xn) � p(w[i] = wkjg(w[i]) = gj;Xn+1; :::;Xn+m):If we chose n = N � 1; Xn+l = Xl = wi�l; l = 1; :::; N � 1, we obtainp(w[i] = wkjX1; :::;Xm) == Xgj2Gp(g(w[i]) = gj jw[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) � p(w[i] = wkjg(w[i]) = gj ; w[i�N + 1 : i � 1]):If we further assume that the probabilities are estimated from frequency counts denotedby the function f(), we havep(w[i] = wkjX1; :::;Xm) == Xgj2Gp(g(w[i]) = gj jw[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) � p(w[i] = wkjg(w[i]) = gj ; w[i�N + 1 : i � 1]) == Xgj2G f(g(w[i]) = gj; w[i�N + 1 : i � 1])f(w[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) � f(w[i] = wk; g(w[i]) = gj; w[i�N + 1 : i� 1])f(g(w[i]) = gj; w[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) == Xgj2G f(w[i] = wk; g(w[i]) = gj; w[i�N + 1 : i � 1])f(w[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) == f(w[i] = wk; w[i�N + 1 : i � 1])f(w[i�N + 1 : i� 1]) == p(w[i] = wkjw[i�N + 1 : i� 1]): 123



APPENDIX E. THE GENERALIZED N -POS MODEL { PART II 124Since the frequency counts are usually smoothed before they are used to estimate theprobabilities, the generalized N -pos model will not be exactly the same as the N -grammodel. However, as these calculations show, it will be an approximation of it, based on thesame dependencies.
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